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Current Topics. 


The New Land Duties. 

It APPEARS probable that the Finance Bill will become law 
this week, and the new or increased taxes which were so fully 
discussed last year will come into operation. Though the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer anticipates an early return from the 
duties on land values, this is a source of revenue which can only 
be productive gradually, and, since it represents the more com- 
plicated part of the new taxation, it is likely to raise many 
questions, both practical and legal, before the collection of the 
duties becomes fully established. The duties are the increment 
value duty, the reversion duty, the undeveloped land duty, and 
the mineral rights duty. To a large extent these depend on 
questions of valuation, and the provision of clauses 33 and 34, as 
to appeals, which were a concession made during the discussion 
on the Bill last year, will prove an important check on official 
valuation. Clause 33 establishes a Reference Committee consist- 
ing, for England and Wales, of the Lord Chief Justice, the Master 
of the Rolls, and the President of the Surveyors’ Institution. The 
initial appeal will be to one of the panel of referees to be 
appointed under clause 34, and the Reference Committee will 
both appoint this panel and make rules regulating the appeals. 
There will be an appeal from the referee to the High Court, or, 
in matters not exceeding £500, to the county court. From 
the county court there will be a right of appeal to the Court 
of Appeal, but from the High Court only by leave. Rules of 
Court will be made regulating these appeals from the referees. 


The New Death and Stamp Duties. 

THE NEW scale of Estate Duty will operate in the case of 
persons dying after the 30th of April, 1909, and in such cases 
also the rate of Settlement Estate Duty will be raised from 
1 to 2 per cent. The new provision for the optional transfer 
of land in satisfaction of Estate Duty or Settlement Estate 
Duty or Succession Duty may sometimes be found useful where 
the sale necessary for raising the amount of the duty cannot 
be advantageously effected. Land transferred is to be dealt 





with by the Inland Revenue Commissioners “in such manner as 
Parliament may hereafter determine.” Thus at present there 
is no provision for these transfers bringing in a cash contribu- 
tion to the revenue of the current year. The | per cent. Legacy 
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and Succession Duty remain the same, but in future duty at this 
rate will not be saved by payment of Estate Duty, save in 
certain excepted cases. In the case of surrender of life estates 
and other assurances made to avoid Estate Duty the surrenderor 
or assurer will have to survive for three years in order that the 
device may be effectual. The increase in stamp duties will fall 
heavily on purchasers, but will be more especially felt in the 
case of voluntary conveyances, which in future will have to be 
stamped as conveyances on sale, with the substitution of the 
value of the property for the amount of the consideration. The 
new Stamp Duties come into operation on the passing of the 
Act. 


M. Henri Barboux. 


THE DEATH is announced of M. Henrt BARBOUX, for more 
than half a century one of the most brilliant advocates at the 
French bar. In the interval between 1870 and 1880 he was 
counsel in most of the important cases which came before the 
Paris courts, appearing in the suit of Madame SARAH 
BERNHARDT against the Theatre Francaise and in the Panama 
litigation, where he was counsel for M. LEssEps and his son C. 
Lessreps. He became Batonnier of the bar in 1880, and in 1907 
was elected a member of the Academy. He was the author of a 
number of treatises on legal subjects. The speeches of M. 
BaRBOUX were prepared with elegance and care, and were heard 
with the attention which a French audience always bestows upon 
elegance of style. But he was probably little known beyond 
French territory, for the French press, as a rule, confines its 
reports to criminal or political cases. M. BARBouUX, like other 
great leaders of the Parisian bar, was chiefly engaged in the 
First Chamber of the Court of Appeal. Questions affecting the 
municipalities and the public departments ; disputes relating to 
the authority of parents ; and applications by married women for 
power to act without their husband’s consent, are usually taken 
in this court, together with the great financial cases in which M. 
BARBOUX was often engaged. The French newspapers have 
little room for the business of this chamber and reserve their 
columns for the interrogation of some notorious criminal in the 
court of assizes, or the speech of the advocate in a political 
prosecution. M. Bargovux will, at any rate, take a prominent 
place among the great advocates who have passed away. 


The Swansea Case. 

THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in this case is of 
great interest and importance. The man in the street may 
not care for it, he only thinks that a somewhat unseemly 
quarrel has been put a stop to; while those who apply 
politics to religious questions—a very different thing, we may 
observe, from applying religious considerations to politics— 
will, according to their political opinions, be pleased with, or 
sorry for, the result. We do not intend to discuss the merits of 
the case, but we desire to call attention to the reasoning on which 
the decision was founded. It lays down the broad principle that 


free to act as it pleases, but is an inferior tribunal subject to the 
jurisdiction which the Court of King’s Bench for centuries, and 
the High Court since the Judicature Act, has exercised over 
such tribunals.” The law as laid down by FARWELL, L.J., is of 
great importance at the present time, when Parliament habitually 
vests large discretionary powers in Government, Departments, 
who may have strong political pressure put upon them to 
influence their decisions. 


Assignment of Part of Debt. 

THE QUESTION of the possibility of making a legal assignment 
of part of a debt under section 25 (#) of the Judicature Act, 
1873, which has been hitherto an open one, and on which con- 
flicting decisions have recently been given by DARLING, J., in 
Skipper v. Holloway (79 L. J. K. B. 91)—in favour of the assign- 
ability —and by Bray, J., in Bowler v. Baker (26 T. L. R, 243) 
against it, has now been decided by the Court of Appeal on 
appeal in the latter case (su). nom. Forster v. Baker, Times, 21st 
inst.) in accordance with the decision of Bray, J. In Durham 
Brothers v. Robertson (1898, 1 Q. B., p. 774) Curry, L.J., threw 
doubt on the possibility of making a legal assignment of part 
of a debt, and in Jones v. Humphreys (1902, 1 K. B. 10) Lord 
ALVERSTONE, C.J., said that, if it were possible, the assignment 
must at least be of a definite sum, so that the debtor might know 
how much he would be justified in paying to the assignee. But 
the debtor is not only concerned to know whom he is to pay ; 
if he is unable to pay, he is very much concerned with the 
remedy which his creditor has against him. As long as the 
debt is whole, whether in the hands of the creditor or of an 
assignee, the debtor is subject to only one action with its conse- 
quent result in the way of execution. If the debt can 
be assigned in parts, he is liable to as many actions and as 
many executions. ‘This consideration has influenced the Court 
of Appeal to decide against the possibility of the legal assignment 
of part of the debt. ‘The assignor cannot confer on the assignee 











any more extended right than he himself has. He himself can 
only have one judgment and one execution, and he cannot, by 
dividing the debt and assigning it in parts, render the debtor 
liable to several judgments and several executions. Possibly 
this reasoning begs the question, for if section 25 (6) gives the 
right to make legal assignments of the debt in parts, it creates at 
the same time the right in each assignee t6 exercise the legal 
right to recover his part. But since the sub-section does not 
expressly give this right, it is, of course, permissible to interpret 
it by the result which the partial assignment would have, and the 
fact that the burden on the debtor would be increased is a 
sufficient ground for holding that the language of the sub-section 
was not intended to produce this result. 


The Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908. 


QUESTIONS ON the law of landlord and tenant appear to be 
inexhaustible, and one of them was recently debated on a 
summons before the metropolitan magistrate at Bow-street 
under the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908. By section 1 





although an Act of Parliament may give to a Government depart- 
ment a power to determine disputed facts, or to exercise a 
discretion, it does not enable them to determine the meaning of 
the Act. This is laid down with great lucidity in the judgment | 
of the Master of Rolls, and in greater detail in the judgment of 
of Farwe.t, L.J. (as reported in the Times of April 22nd.) | 
He says : ‘‘ Where a Government department has questionsof great 
public importance referred to it, it becomes a tribunal charged 
with the performance of a public duty, and as such amenable to 
the jurisdiction of the High Court within the limits well estab- 
lished by law. If the tribunal has exercised the discretion | 
entrusted to it Lond fide, not influenced by extraneous or irrelevant 
considerations, and not arbitrarily or illegally, the court 
cannot interfere; they are not a Court of Appeal from that 
tribunal. But they have power to prevent the intentional 
usurpation, or mistaken usurpation, of a jurisdiction beyond that 
given to the tribunal by law, and also the refusal of their true 
jurisdiction by the adoption of extraneous considerations in 
arriving at their conclusion or deciding a point other than that | 
brought before them, in which cases the courts have regarded 
them as declining jurisdiction. Such tribunal is not an autocrat 


of the Act it is provided that ‘If any superior landlord shall 
levy, or authorize to be levied, a distress on any furniture, 
goods or chattels of (a) any under-tenant liable to pay a rent 
which would return the full annual value of the premises; ()) 
any lodger, or (c) any other person whatsoever, not being 4 


tenant of the premises or any part thereof, and not having any 


beneficial interest in any tenancy of the premises or of any part 
thereof, for arrears of rent due to such superior landlord by his 
immediate tenant, the under-tenant, lodger, or other person afore- 
said may make a declaration that the immediate tenant has no 


| property in the goods distrained or threatened to be distrained 


upon; that the goods are the property of such under-tenant, 
lodger, or other person aforesaid ; and, in the case of an under- 
tenant or lodger, setting forth the amount of rent due to the 
immediate landlord and containing an undertaking to pay to the 


| superior landlord any rent so due or to become due until the 
| arrears of rent in respect of which the distress has been levied 


have been paid off. If the landlord or the bailiff employed by 
him proceed with the distress after being served with this 
declaration, they are to be deemed to be guilty of an illegal 
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distress, and a justice may make an order for the restoration 
of the goods. In support of the summons, the complainant 
proved that he had been permitted by the immediate tenant of 
the defendant (the superior landlord) to use the whole of the flat 
of which he was tenant free from rent since August last, and 
that he, the complainant, had no beneficial interest in 
the premises, the tenant being on the rate book as occupier. 
Having reason to believe that his licensor was in embarrassed 
circumstances, he endeavoured to remove his goods from the flat, 
but was stopped by the defendant, who levied a distress upon 
them. A declaration as prescribed by section 1 was duly served, 
but the defendant refused to give up the goods. The question 
was whether the complainant was within the three classes of 
persons entitled to immunity from distress under section 1 of the 
Act. For the defendant it was argued that the complainant was 
a tenant—.¢., a tenant at will—and that he had not brought 
himself within the exceptions in sub-section (c) of the section. 
The magistrate came to the conclusion that the complainant had 
been a tenant at will; that he was not, therefore, entitled to 
exemption from distress, and that the summons must be dismissed. 
This decision seems to us to be correct according to our under- 
standing of the Act. An under-tenant at the date of the Act was 
not protected against a distress of the superior landlord, and the 
new Act only gives protection to an under-tenant whose descrip- 
tion corresponds to that given in section 1, sub-section (2). We 
think there was evidence that the complainant was a tenant at 
will, though he paid no rent, and paying no rent he was not 
within the description in section 1, sub-section (a). We are 
unwilling to speculate as to the object of the section, but the 
Legislature may have been unwilling to extend the protection of 
the Act to under-tenants whose rent, if any, was insufficient to 
afford the landlord any substitute or security for that due from 
his immediate tenant. 


Ratification of Insurance Contract. 


CAN A principal ratify an act of his agent so as to become a 
party to a contract already made on his behalf, if he could not 
then enter into the contract for the first time? The general 
rule is that ratification under such circumstances would not be 
allowed. There is, however, an exception in the sphere of the 
law of marine insurance. It has long been recognized as 
permissible for the owner of a ship to ratify the contract of his 
agent effecting any insurance on the ship, even though the 
principal knew of her loss at the time of ratification. Here the 
principal could not enter into a valid contract of insurance him- 
self for the first time if he made the contract with knowledge of 
the loss. It was, however, recognized by the Court of Appeal 
in Williams v. North China Insurance Co. (1 C. P. D. 757), 
that in 1876 arule had been acted on with regard to marine 
insurance for nearly 100 years to the effect that, where an insur- 
ance is effected without authority by one person on another's 
behalf, the principal may ratify the insurance even after the 
loss is known. No case seems to have occurred in which tbis 
anomalous rule (or exception to the general rule as to ratification) 
has been applied to contracts of fire insurance, and in a recent case 
HAMILTON, J., declined to so extend it: see Grover v. Mathews 
(Times, April 18th). That case had several peculiarities, and 
besides illustrating the difference between fire and marine 
insurance in the matter of ratification, also illustrated the differ- 
ence for the same purpose between a fire policy taken out with 
Lloyd’s underwriters and one taken out with an ordinary fire 
insurance company. The plaintiffs had a fire policy with Lloyd’s 
underwriters for twelve months from the 26th of March, 1908. 
This insurance had been arranged by an agent with a broker. 
Before the 26th of March, 1909, the agent (acting without any 
authority) arranged with the broker for another twelve months’ 
policy. This was spoken of as a renewal. In fact (as is believed 
to be the usual practice) the “renewal ” policy wasa policy granted 
by entirely different underwriters—i.., not the same under- 
writers as had granted the policy of 1908. On the 27th of March 
a fire took place on the plaintiffs’ premises, and the plaintiffs 
claimed the right to benefit under the contract of insurance by 
ratifying their agent’s act in effecting the supposed ‘‘renewal.” 
Eventually the action was brought, the defendant being one of the 








underwriters on the new policy—or rather slip—for a policy had 
not been issued. Judgment was given in favour of the defendant, 
principally on the two points relating to ratification. In the first 
place, the plaintiff did not really intend to ratify any new con- 
tract, but to exercise a supposed right under the former contract 
of renewing an existing insurance. But, as HAMILTON, J., said : 
“T do not see how an insurance with A. B. can be a renewal of 
an insurance with X. Y.” It seems clear that the term 
“renewal” in the case of Lloyd’s policies (where different 
underwriters subscribe the policy each year) is usually employed 
in a loose and misleading manner. Even if the plaintiffs could 
have been held to have “‘ ratified” the contract, the other point 
about ratification would have been fatal to them, for any ratifica- 
tion there was took place after the loss was known to them, 
and the judge held that, in the case of fire insurance, 
there was no exception to the general rule that ratification 
is only valid where the contract would be valid if then 
made by the principal. The Court of Appeal, in the case 
already cited, ‘“‘recognized that the rule authorizing a ratifica- 
tion of an insurance after loss was an anomalous one and existed 
only in the case of marine insurance.” 


The Length of Judgments. 


THE LENGTH to which many judges allow their judgments to 
run has frequently been a matter of criticism. We referred to it 
lately (ante, p. 422) in noticing the practice of a recently 
deceased judge of the Supreme Court of the United States to state 
briefly his conclasions and then to hand down the proof sheets of 
his reasons. The Times of the 27th inst. has a leader on the same 
subject, and, as an instance of what we may call judicial degenera- 
tion, refers, as we did, to the expansiveness of Lord BLACKBURN’S 
later judgments as compared with his earlier ones. The 
immediate cause of the 7'imes article is the length of the judg- 
ments delivered in the Court of Appeal this week in Sekgome’s 
case. One judgment printed in ezfenso ran into several columns. 
But this is by no means the first time that exceptional demands 
have been made on the space of our contemporary. A notable 
instance was the Nordenfelt case in the Court of Appeal (1893, 1 
Ch. 630), when the judgment of Bowen, L.J., filled more than 
three columns of the Zimes, and undoubtedly there has been a 
tendency in recent times to indulge in judgments of the text-book 
style, and not always after the style of the best text-books. The 
older reports, both in Chancery-—where LEACH, V.C., was specially 
noted for the shortness of his judgments-—-and at common law, 
contain many examples of conciseness, and indeed, in the common 
law courts there was a habit of conciseness which seems to have 
vanished. But on occasion judges of former days could surpass 
even their modern representatives in expansiveness: witness the 
famous judgment of GRANT, M.R., in Cholmondeley, v. Clinton 
(2 Jac. & W. 1). The Times suggests that the length of the 
modern judgment is due to over-pressure : the judges have not 
time to be brief ; and to the complication of modern disputes and 
modern statutes. We very much doybt it. Prolixity is a habit 
which can be cured by the union of ability and will. 


The Origin of Parliament. 


Ir 1s interesting to learn that the modern form of Pa:liament 
was better established in the reign of Epwarp I. than has 
hitherto been supposed. Before that reign there was SIMON DE 
Montror?’s Parliament in 1265 with its representation of 
certain selected cities and boroughs, the summonses being issued 
tothe mayors ; and in the Parliament of 1265, as well as in some 
earlier ones, knights of the shire had been included. It has 
not hitherto been definitely known that knights and burgesses 
were again present in Parliament until the Parliament of 1295. 
But the current number of the Historical Review contains an 
account of a discovery which has been made by Mr. C. Hitary 
JENKINSON, and which makes it clear that both classes were 
summoned to the Parliament of Easter, 1275, in the first year 
after EpwArp I. returned from Palestine to assume the govern- 
ment. Mr. JENKINSON has discovered “in the dust at the bottom 
of a parcel of tallies transferred to the Public Record Office by 
the Office of Works during repairs recently made in the Chapel 
of the Pyx at Westminster,” certain fragmentary documents 
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which prove to be portions of three writs and of returns of | far successful in arranging with the defendants that it had 


Bact 


members for the Easter Parliament of 1275. 
knights of the shire were present; this had previously been 
thought probable ; but they also shew that burgesses and citizens 
were summoned, and not, as in 1265, through the mayors, but 
through the sheriffs. The returns relate to ten counties, and 
the list of towns contain certain places, including Birmingham, 
which do not appear to have been again represented till the 
nineteenth century. The discovery carries back the establish- 
ment of the present composition of Parliament from 1295 to 
1275. 


Bills and Notes of Corporations. 

A CORRESPONDENT writes to us with reference to the article on 
“ Bills and Notes of Corporations ” in our last week’s issue (ante, 
p. 437), to point out that nothing issaid of Zandesy. Marcus & Davids, 
decided by JELF, J., on the 31st of March, 1909, and reported in 25 


Times L. R. 478. This case (in which directors were held | 


personally liable on a cheque really drawn on behalf of their 
company) appears not to be reported elsewhere, and the writer 
of the article had not seen the report of it, though he had 
heard that some such decision had been given. Were there any 
conflict between the two decisions of JELF, J., and the Court 


of Appeal, the latter, of course, would prevail. As a matter of | 


fact, there appears to be no conflict whatever. That no reference 
is made to Chapman v. Smethurst by JELF, J., in his judgment, 
although it was cited to him, clearly shews (if the case is 
correctly reported) that the judge did not consider he was decid- 
ing in any way contrary to the Court of Appeal’s decision given 
just before, on the 4th of March. The plain distinction between 
the two cases is that in Chapman v. Smethurst the intention of 
the company to be bound was shewn by the “stamped signature | 
of the company at the foot of the note.” In Landes v. Marcus | 
& Davids “the name of the company did not appear anywhere | 
except at the top of the cheque.” That is a very different | 
thing from the company’s name being at the foot of the cheque, 
which is the ordinary position of it, as pointed out in our 
previous article. Shortly, in Landes vy. Marcus & Davids the 
company did not give sufficient indication on the face of the | 
document of their intention to be bound by it; in Chapman v. 
Smethurst they did give sufficient indication of this intention. 
Landes vy. Marcus & Davids is an excellent illustration of the 
risks run by directors in signing their company’s cheques. 


Revocability of Licence to Enter Theatre, 


THE ACTION of the authorities of one of the principal London 
theatres in requiring a lady to give up a seat which she had | 
engaged in the theatre, for the reason that she persisted in wear- 
ing a hat which obstructed the view of those sitting behind 
her, has invited some reference to the law relating to licences 
to enter and remain upon the land of another person, which, 
unless coupled with « grant or necessarily attended with expense 
to the licensee, are always revocable upon reasonable notice by the 
grantor. The leading case on this subject is, of course, Wood v. 
Leadhitter (13 M. & W. 838), in which the plaintiff, who had bought 
a ticket for the grand stand at the Doncaster races in 1843, was 
ordered to leave the enclosure in consequence of alleged mal- 
practices on a previous occasion. The arguments by well-known 
counsel are not fully reported, but the considered judgment by 
ALDERSON, B., is a learned treatise on the revocability of mere 
licences. In Lowe v. Adams (1901, 2 Ch. 598) the present 
Master of the Rolls said that it is very doubtful whether //’0od v. 
Leadhitter is, since the Judicature Acts, good law. But it would 
require some courage to raise the question in an action in the 
High Court. 


Proceedings for the Recovery of Rates. 


IN A paper read by the rating surveyor for the borough of 
Hackney on “The Law of Rating and Distress for Rates,” at a 
meeting of members of the Certiticeted Bailiffs’ Association, it 
was stated that in one of the largest metropolitan boroughs the 
summonses against rate defaulters amounted to no less than 43 
per cent. of the total number of assessments. Distress warrants 
were issued against 6,519 persons, but the brokers had been so 


|duty in respect of such further consideration.” 





They shew that | only been necessary to levy distresses in about twenty cases. In 


296 cases orders of committal were applied for, but the penalty 
of imprisonment was suffered in very few instances, arrangements 
being made for payment by instalments. We are also informed 
| that the number of defaulters shews a tendency to increase, and 
this fact is easily explained by the growing expenditure of the 
different loeal authorities. But there seems to be little or no 
prospect of any alteration in the existing system of local taxa- 
j tion. ‘The recommendations of a Royal Commission, which spent 
| five years on its deliberations, relate exclusively to grants in 
| relief. But in the opinion of many persons some reform in the 
local taxation of the peor is necessary, and the mere abolition 
| of compounding, which has recently been suggested, will not 
| bring about satisfactory results, 





| 
| 
| 
| 
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| Stamps on Leases as Affected by 
| the Revenue Act, 1909, s. 8. 


| By section 4 of the Stamp Act, 1891, an instrument containing 
|or relating to several distinct matters is to be separately and 





| distinctly charged, as if it were a separate instrument, with duty 
in respect of each of these matters ; but by section 77 (2) of the 
same Act, ‘‘a lease made for valuable consideration and in further 
consideration of a covenant by the lessee to make, or of bis 
having previously made, any substantial improvement of or 
addition to the property demised to him, or of any covenant 
relating to the matter of the lease, is not to be charged with any 
By the 
Revenue Act, 1909 (9 Edw. 7,c. 43), s. 8, it is provided that 
the provisions of this sub-section— 
‘‘shall not apply as respects any further consideration in the 
lease consisting of a covenant which if it were contained in a separate 
deed would be chargeable with ad valorem stamp duty, and accord- 
ingly the lease shall in any such case be charged with duty in respect 
of any such further consideration under section four of the said Act” 
[i.e., the Stamp Act, 1891]. 
It will be observed that this section does not repeal the 
exemption contained in the Act of 1891, where part of the con- 
sideration consists of the lessee having previously made “any 


| substantial improvement of or addition to the pro-erty demised to 


him” ; it applies to covenants only. 
In Re Bolton’s Lease (L. R. 5 Ex. 82), decided on the repealed 


| Act of 17 & 18 Vict. ¢. 83, s. 16, which did not contain any 


provision similar to that in section 77 (2) of the Stamp Act, 1891, 
where a lease was made in consideration of a rent and a covenant 
to complete the demised messuages within six months from the 
date, it was held that the lease required a stamp in respect of 
the rent, and a further stamp in respect of the covenant, as a 
lease made for a further or other consideration. Shortly after 
the decision in /’e Bolton’s Lease a similar provision to that con- 
tained in the above-cited sub-section of the Stamp Act, 1891, was 
introduced in section 98 (2) of the repealed Stamp Act of 1870. 

A good example of an additional covenant will be found in 

British Electric Traction Co. v. Commissioners o} Inland Revenw 
(1902, 1 K. B. 441), where the lease of a tramway to the com- 
pany contained a covenant to purchase from the lessors all 
electrical energy required for the purpose of the tramway, and 
to pay for the same at a given rate ; the minimum sum payable 
|in any year being £4,000. The Commissioners of Inland 
| Revenue claimed an ad valorem duty as on a covenant to pay 
| £4,000 a year, being 2s, 6d. per cent. on the minimum sum 
multiplied by twenty-one, the number of years during which the 
same might be payable. It was held by the Court of Appeal 
that the covenant to pay the £4,000 a year fell within the excep- 
tion in section 77 (2). 

The most important effects of the above-cited section of the 
| Revenue Act, 1909, appear to be as follows :-— 

(a) In all cases where a lease contains a covenant to erect new 
buildings, or to complete partially-erected buildings, and no 
definite sum is covenanted to be expended, a 10s. stamp must be 
affixed to the lease, in addition to the a/ valorem in respect of the 
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rent: but where the covenant is to expend a definite sum, then 
an ad valorem in respect of that sum must be affixed in addition to 
the ad valorem in respect of the rent. 

(5) Where the lease contains a covenant to take and pay for 
electric power, or steam power, or steam for the purpose of 
keeping a factory in a certain state of humidity or otherwise, 
the ad valorem in respect of the covenant will be 2s. 6d. per cent. 
on the annual payment multiplied by the number of years in the 
lease. 

An option to purchase the demised property does not appear 
to require an ad valorem stamp : Worthington v. Warrington (5 
C. B. 635), decided on the repealed Act of 55 Geo. 3, ¢. 184, which 
contained no provisions similar to that in section 77 (2) of the 
Stamp Act, 1891. An option to purchase chattels not annexed 
to the demised premises requires an additional 10s. stamp. A 
covenant for renewal is not part of the consideration of the lease, 
and therefore entails an additional stamp of 10s. 

H. W. E. 








Delivery Up of Documents Subject 
to Solicitor’s Lien. 


THE decision of SwINrEN Eapy, J., in Re Caudery (ante, p. 444) 
is important with reference to the extent to which the court will, 
in an administration action, interfere with the lien of a solicitor 
of one of the parties in the action, and the learned judge held 
that the court would order not only production of documents 
required for the purposes of the action, but also delivery— 
subject, of course, to the lien—-whether the documents had come 
into the solicitor’s hands during the kitigation or previously to it. 

It has long been settled that the solicitor’s lien avails only 
against his own client, and cannot be exercised so as to pre- 
judice the rights of third parties. ‘“ Though,” said Lord Repes- 
DALE in Furlong v. Howard (2 Sch. & Lef., 115), “a solicitor 
may have a lien on a deed for his costs, yet if his client is 
bound to produce it for the benefit of a third person, so also 
must the solicitor. I know this ‘is not so understood in general ; 
but the common opinion, that the solicitor may withhold it from 
all parties, in such a case is erroneous. The right is only as 
between his client and him.” This restriction on the assertion 
of the solicitor’s lien is of special importance in the case of 
administration actions, since these are actions in which the rights 
of numerous parties, such as creditors, may be affected ; and 
consequently the solicitor cannot refuse production of documents 
required in the interest of creditors, even though the applica- 
tion is made by his own client. ‘ Even as between solicitor and 
client, where the client is a party to an action, his solicitor may 
be bound to produce for the purposes of the action any documents 
of the client which are wanted for the purposes of the action, 
and which have come into the solicitor’s possession in the course 
thereof or for the purpose of conducting the same”: per 
LINDLEY, M.R., in Re Hawke (1898, 2 Ch. 1, p. 8), referring to 
Ross v. Laughton (1 V. & B. 349). 

The principle that a solicitor shall not assert his lien so as to 
embarrass the proceedings in an administration action has been 
frequently recognized, although in Re Rapid Road Transit Co. 
(1909, 1 Ch., p. 101) NEVILLE, J., seems to have taken exception to 
the expression. In Belany v. French (8 Ch. App. 918) the same 
solicitors had been employed byboth plaintiffs and defendants in an 
administration action. ‘They were discharged first by the defen- 
dants, and subsequently by the plaintiffs. The defendants 
applied to Bacon, V.C., for an order requiring the solicitors to 
deliver up to the receiver in the cause certain plans required for 
the management of the estate. The Vice-Chancellor made an 
order for delivery subject to the lien, and this was affirmed by 
the Court of Appeal. “A solicitor,” said JAMEs, L.J., “ cannot 
embarrass a suit by keeping papers which belong to an estate 
which is being administered by the court, and cannot use that 
means of obtaining payment.” To the same effect was the deci- 
sion of Fry, J., in Re Boughton (23 Ch. D. 169), where also the 
same solicitor had at first acted for both parties and had then 


been discharged. A summons was taken out on behalf of both | 








parties asking that he should be ordered to deliver up the 
documents in his custody to the new solicitor, subject to his lien. 
In opposition it was urged that, since he had acted for both 
parties, his lien should not be interfered with, but Fry, J., met 
this by pointing out that there were creditors who were still 
unpaid. Their rights of action, said the learned judge, were 
suspended by the pendency of the action, and they had a right 
to have the proceedings in it continued, and he added, “The 
proper order will be that he do deliver to the solicitor of the 
applicants such of the papers in his possession as may from time 
to time be required for the carrying on of the proceedings in this 
action, the necessity for production to be determined, if the 
parties differ, by the judge in chambers,” and the papers to be 
retained by the new solicitor without prejudice to the lien of the 
former solicitor. 

In Re Hawke (supra), where the question of the solicitor’s lien 
was very fully considered by the Court of Appeal, it was held 
that the jurisdiction to require production of documents, not- 
withstanding the lien, extended to documents which had come 
into the solicitor’s possession before the commencement of the 
action ; and that the jurisdiction could be exercised against the 
solicitor summarily where he was or had been solicitor of a party 
to the action, save, perhaps, where he had been discharged by 
his client. In that case, executors commenced an action for 
administration of their testator’s estate, and employed the solici- 
tor who had acted for the testator. At the death of the testator 
the solicitor had in his possession documents belonging to the 
testator, and there was a considerable sum due to him for costs. 
In the course of the action the conduct of it was taken from the 
executors and given to a creditor, but the solicitor continued to 
act for the executors. There was an outstanding mortgage 
belonging to the estate, and the creditor required certain docu- 
ments relating to it, which were in the solicitor’s possession, in 
order to obtain counsel’s advice as to taking steps to enforce the 
security. KEKEWICH, J., made an order for production of the 
documents for this purpose, and the order was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal. 

The contention on behalf of the solicitor in Jie Hawkes (supra) 
was based on the fact that the documents had come into his 
possession before the action, but as LINDLEY, M.R., pointed out, 
if the documents are wanted for the purpose of the action, and 
if the principle is that the solicitor shall not be permitted to 
assert his lien so as to embarrass the action, it makes no differ- 
ence when the documents came into his possession. ‘ If,” he 
said, “the production is ordered for the purpose of preventing 
the legal rights of creditors from being defeated, it cannot 
matter whether the documents which are wanted came into the 
hands of the solicitors of the parties before or after the death of 
the deceased, or before or after the commencement of the action 
for administration, nor can it matter whether the executors are 
plaintiffs or defendants, nor who has the conduct of the action.’ 
And the learned judge pointed out that, if the executors had 
retained the conduct of the action, they could have themselves 
required production from their solicitor. ‘The rights of the 
creditors under the administration, and their inability to sue at 
law, explain the apparent anomaly that the executors should 
be entitled to obtain production from their own solicitor of 
documents on which he has a lien against them.” Reference may 
be made to the judgmentof Riasy, L.J., for a very full examina 
tion of the authorities relating to the exercise of summary 
jurisdiction to require production of documents against the 
solicitor, and that learned judge held that the solicitor was liable 
to summary jurisdiction while he continued to act for a party 
to the action, and also after he had ceased so to act, if he had 
discharged himself ; though perhaps not if he had been discharged 
by his client. This might relieve him from the summary juris 
diction, though it would not affect the right of a third party to 
compel production of the documents in appropriate proceedings. 

In Lc Caudery (supra) an attempt was made to limit the effect 
of Jie Hawke (supra) to production of documents, and it was 
contended that a solicitor would not in an administration action be 
required to deliver up documents on which he had a lien, and 
which had come into his possession before the commencement of 
the action. But in fact the authorities, though they frequently 
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refer to production only, do not seem to draw any marked dis- 
tinction between production and delivery up. In the passage 
quoted above from the judgment of Fry, J., in /e Boughton, the 
two processes—delivery up and production—are referred to as 
though they were the same. And if delivery is ordered to a 
person who is under the control of the court, it does not seem to 
be of substantial importance whether the order is for production 
only or for delivery up, since the lien is preserved, and no 
assets coming to a person against whom the lien can be asserted 
will be distributed by the court without providing for the debt 
secured by the lien. There is, said SwWINFEN Eapy, J., no 
principle on which it can be said that the solicitor may be obliged 
to produce the documents, and yet cannot be compelled to 
deliver them up to an officer of the court—in the case before him, 
the receiver appointed in an administration action—but that the 
latter must attend at the solicitor’s office to see them. This, in 
the learned judge’s opinion, would cause expense and inconveni- 
ence incommensurate with any advantage to be gained. Conse- 
quently the order for delivery up of documents was extended to 
documents come to the hands of the solicitor before the com- 
mencement of the action, the delivery being subject to the lien. 


Reviews. 
The English Reports. 


THE Encuisnh Reports. Vor. C.: Kine’s Benen DIvision 
XXIX., conTAINING TERM Reports, VoLs. 2, 3, AND A. William 
Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The issue of vol. 100 of this valuable series of reprinted reports 
marks not only the comparatively rapid progress of the undertaking, 
but also the reaching of reports which are at the present day very 
frequently cited. It was not until vol. 91 that the series arrived at 
Salkeld and Lord Raymond, no fewer that nineteen volumes having 
been occupied with the early reports of cases in the King’s Bench, 
the characteristic Gavendinnwedl te editors leading them to include 
every known volume of reports of cases in that court, although, as in 
the case of the “ Les Ans du Roy Richard Le Second par Richard 
Bellewe de Lincoln’s Inn,” with which the series starts, the name of 
the reporter is probably unknown to most practitioners. 

The series has now reached the well-known Term Reports, and 
the practitioner will, we imagine, have the contents of the eight 
volumes of this series reproduced from the edition published in 1817, 
in excellent type, insomewhere about three volumes. These reports 
seem to have been singularly successful. They were first published 
in 1786, and the “liberal encouragement” which rendered a second 
edition necessary in the same year appears from the preface to that 
edition to have excited lively gratitude in the reporters, but the 
edition in the possession of the present writer, which was published 
in 1794, “corrected and with additional references,” is the fourth 
edition, and there were probably subsequent editions before that of 
1817, from which the English reports are taken. The prefaces to the 
reports are naturally not prcduced in the English Reports, but there 
is a passage in the preface to the first edition of the Term Reports 
which shews the modest view taken by the editors of their work— 
“In a work of this kind,” they say, “all that can be expected is 
accuracy ; to polish and digest properly requires Jong time and much 
labour, which would defeat the intention of this publication ; the 
primary object of which is to remedy the inconvenience, felt by every 
part of the profession, of waiting two or three years, till some 
gentleman of experience and ability has collected matter sufficient 
to form a complete volume.” It is singular that one of the most 
authoritative series of reports should have been projected as a sort of 
Term Notes, pending the convenience of the leisurely “gentleman of 
experience and ability.” 

As we have previously explained, the English Reports not only 
comprise a full copy of the cases as originally reported, but also, in the 
more important decisions, a summary of the treatment which they 
have subsequently received at the hands of the courts. Thus to the 
report of the important case of Pasley v. Freeman in the present 
volume there is prefixed a note collecting the more important subse- 
quent cases, under the heads of “ Questioned,’ “ Applied,” “ Discussed 
and Applied,” “Referred to,” and “ Dictum adopted.” We do not 
discern in the present volume any diminution in the care bestowed 
by the editors. 





Books of the Week. 


Fraud and Mistake.—Kerr on Fraud and Mistake, including 
the Law Relating to Misrepresentation Generally, Undue Influence, 


Fourth Edition. By SypNey Epwarp WILLIAMs, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Company Law.—Company Law: a Practical Handbouk for 
Lawyers and Business Men; with an Appendix containing the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and Other Acts and Rules. By 
Sir Francis Beaurort Patmer, Bencher of the Inner Temple. 
Eight Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Constitutional Law.—The Student’s Guide to Constitutional 
Law and Legal History. By Cuartes Tuwarres, Solicitor. Fifth 
Edition. George Barber, Furnival Press. 


Apprenticeship Law.—Apprenticeship Law: A Practical 
Handbook for the Use of Apprenticeship Committees and Persons 
Interested in the Apprenticeship System ; with Appendices containing 
Precedents of Indentures, Extracts from Acts of Parliament Dealing 
with Apprentices, and a Digest of Reported Cases Dealing with 
the Law, &c. By Ernest A. Myer, Solicitor. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


LORD LLANGATTOCK ». WATNEY, COMBE, REID, & CO. (LIM). 
18th and 19th April. 


LICENSING—COMPENSATION CHARGE—DEDUCTION FROM RentT—‘‘ Un- 
EXPIRED TERM ’’—REVERSIONARY LEASE—LICENSING Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 
7, c. 23), s. 3, suB-secTion 3, ScHEDuLE II. 


Held, affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal (reported 54 
Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 117; 1910, 1 K. B. 236), that the words ‘“‘un 
expired term’”’ in Schedule II. of the Licensing Act, 1904, referred only 
to the term of an existing tenancy, and did not include the term of a 
reversionary lease to commence the day next but one after the expira- 
tion of the existing tenancy. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff, Lord Llangattock, from an orde1 
of the Court of Appeal (reported 54 Soricrrors’ Journat, 117; 1910, 1 
K. B. 236), which reversed a judgment of A. T. Lawrence, J. (reported 
53 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 699; 1909, 2 K. B. 884). The facts stated by 
consent of the parties in a special case were that the plaintiff was the 
owner, and the defendants the lessees, with sub-tenants in actual 
possession, of two licensed houses, the ‘‘ Queen,’’ Camberwell, and 
the ‘‘ Roebuck,’’? Walworth. The lease of the ‘‘Queen”’ expired on 
the 25th of December, 1909, and that of the ‘‘ Roebuck ’’ on the 25th 
of December, 1917. In 1905 reversionary leases of both houses were, 
in consideration of certain premiums, granted by the plaintiff to the 
defendants, commencing in each case on the day next but one after 
the expiration of the existing lease. By section 3, sub-section 1, of 
the Licensing Act quarter sessions are directed, when necessary, to 
impose in respect of all existing on-licences renewed in respect of 
premises within their area charges at the rates specified. By sub 
section 3 such deductions from rent as are set out in Schedule II. to 
the Act may be made by any licence-holder who pays a charge under 
the section, and also by any person from whose rent a deduction is 
made in respect of the payment of such a charge. By the second 
schedule to the Act a person whose unexpired term does not exceed 
two years may deduct a sum equal to 88 per cent. of the charge, and 
one whose unexpired term exceeds twenty-five but does not exceed 
thirty years may deduct a sum equal to 7 per cent. of the charge. The 
question in dispute was the amount the defendants were entitled to 
deduct. They contended that their interests under the reversionary 
leases should be ignored, and regard be had to their interest under the 
original leases only. The difference in the amount to be deducted, if 
the defendants’ view prevailed, was very considerable, as, according to 
the plaintiff’s contention, it was limited to 7 per cent. of the charge, 
whereas the defendants claimed to deduct 88 per cent. in respect of 
the ‘‘Queen’”’ and 45 per cent. in respect of the ‘‘ Roebuck.”’ <A. T. 
Lawrence, J., was of opinion that ‘‘ unexpired term’”’ in the schedule 
merely meant the period of time during which a person had the power 
to occupy licensed premises by himself or his tenants, and so enjoy 
the benefit of the licence. In his opinion, the defendants were persons 
interested in the licensed premises for the period of the present and 
reversionary leases, and he gave judgment for the plaintiff accordingly. 
The Court of Appeal held that the words ‘unexpired term”’ only 
referred to the existing tenancy, and did not include the term of a 
reversionary lease. They accordingly set aside the decision appealed 
from and entered judgment for the brewery company. The plaintift 
appealed. 

Tue House (Lord Loresurn, L.C., and Lords James or HeRerorp, 
Atkinson, SHAW, and Mersey) dismissed the appeal with costs. 
Counset, Macmorran, K.C., and Ryde, for the appellants; Acland, 
K.C., A. H. Bodkin, and J. Bruce-Williamson, for the respondents. 
Souicitors, Johnsons, Long, & Co. ; A. H. Macpherson. 





Fiduciary Relations, Constructive Notice, Specific Performance, &c. 





[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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BARNET DISTRICT GAS AND WATER CO. 
15th and 18th April. 

WATERWORKS—Powers or CoMPANY—SPECIFIED WATERWORKS IN 
Spectra, AcT—Powers To PurcHASE ADDITIONAL LAND BY AGREEMENT 
—Express Powers ror Execution oF WorKS ON AppDITIONAL LAaND— 
Sinkinc Wett—Warerworks Criauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. 
c. 17), s. 12—Barner Districr Gas anp Water Act, 1904 (4 Eb. 7, 
c. cc.), s. 10 
Held, affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal (1910, 8 Z. G. BR. 

15; 74 J. P. 1), that the case was distinguishable from f Aone 

General v. Frimley and Farnborough District Water Co. (1908, 1 Ch. 

727; 77 L. J. Ch. 442), and that the company were justified, under 

section 10 of the Act of 1904, in sinking a well for supplying water to 

the reservoir by that Act authorized on land which they had no power 
to acquire compulsorily, and which they had acquired by agreement. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL 


Appeal by the Attorney-General, at the relation of the Marquess of 
Salisbury, from a decision of the Court of Appeal (Buckley and 
Kennedy, L.JJ., Vaughan Williams, L.J., dissentiente), reversing a 
judgment of Ridley J., given in an action brought by the present 


appellants for an injunction to restrain the defendant company from | 


constructing upon a piece of land at Colney Heath, in the parish of 
Ridge, Herts, a well or other works for the purpose of raising, collecting, 
or storing water, or carrying the same away for the purpose of their 
general undertaking. The relator was the tenant for life in possession 
of the Hatfield House Estate, which included nearly the whole town 

Hatfield, and he had wells on the estate which supplied the houses 
on the estate with water. The defendant company were incorporated 


by Act of Parliament in 1872, and were empowered to construct and | 


maintain works, acquire lands, and supply water as set out and defined 
in their Acts 


the counties of Hertford and Middlesex. In 1904 the company obtained 


a further Act. The Act recited that the company should be empowered | 


to construct additional waterworks. It recited the deposit of plans, 
incorporated the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, in general terms, and 
defined the waterworks to be constructed to be the works authorized 
by the company’s earlier Acts and the present Act, and then proceeded 
by section 5 to empower the company to acquire defined lands, and by 
section 6 to construct a further reservoir in a different part of the 
company’s area. By section 10 the company had power to acquire 
additional lands not exceeding 15 acres anywhere within their limit of 
supply, and might thereon, for the purposes of or in connection with the 
waterworks, execute any of the works and exercise any of the powers 
mentioned in or conferred by section 12 of the W aterworks Clauses 
Act, 1847. Ridley, J., held that the sinking of the well on the 
additional land was wlfra vires, and granted an injunction. The 
Court of Appeal reversed his decision. 
out hearing the respondents’ counsel, 

Lord LorreBurn, C., in dismissing the appeal, said he could perfectly 
ell understand the anxiety of the appellant to bring this case before 
the last tribunal, because he must confess that the construction which 
he felt bound to place upon the private Act might well be followed 
by serious consequences to the Marquess. But their lordships were 


not sitting for the purpose of making laws or taking part in framing | 


them, but solely for the purpose of interpreting the language already 
used in the Acts of Parliament before them. In his opinion, the 
ecision of the Court of Appeal was right, and must be affirmed. 
Lords James oF Hererorp, ATKINSON, and Mersey concurred. 
Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, Sir Alfred Cripps, K.C., Danckwerts, 
K.C., and Eustace Hills, for the appellant; Sir PR. B. Finlay, K.C., 
Balfour Browne, K.C., and J. D. Crawford, for the respondents. 
Sontcrrors, Nicholson, Patterson, & Freeland; Chas. A. Bannister & 
Reynolds. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


Re HARDY’S CROWN BREWERY (LIM.). Ze ST. PHILIP’S TAVERN, 
MANCHESTER. No.1. 15th and 20th April. 
LiceNSING—COMPENSATION Money—-AWARD—SUCCESSFUL APPEAL TO 

CoMMISSIONERS OF INLAND Revenue—Costs—POWER TO ORDER 

ComMiIssIoNERS TO Pay Costs—DiscreTION oF JUDGE TO ORDER Com- 

MISSIONERS TO Pay Costs-—Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30), 

s. 10, suB-section 3—Licensinc Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 2. 

1 brewery company successfully appealed to the High Court against 
the amount awarded by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue as com- 
pensation under the Licensing Act, 1904, for the non-renewal of an 
on-lic ence. 

Held, that the court had discretion to order the commissioners to 
pay the costs of a successful appellant, and the decision of Bray, J. 
25 Times L. R. 350) on this point affirmed ; but 

Semble, that in this case the judge had misdirected himself, as the 
mere fact that the Fs. ae had been successful to a substantial extent 
did not per se conclusively shew that the commissioners were liable in 
costs, and the case was remitted back to him to exercise his discretion 
afresh upon the matter. 

Appeal by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue from a decision of 
Bray, J., in which he expressed the opinion, but with some doubt, that 
on the true construction of section 2 of the Licensing Act, 1904, and 


within limits comprising certain parishes and places in | 


The plaintiffs appealed. With- | 


sub-section 3 of section 10 of the Finance Act, 1894, the court had a 
discretion to order the commissioners to pay the appellants’ costs, and 
he made an order accordingly. The brewery company applied for the 
renewal of a licence of the St. Philip’s Tavern, Manchester. The 
licence was refused, and the matter referred to quarter sessions. A 
dispute arising as to the amount of compensation, the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue awarded the brewery company, the owners of the 
house, £1,500. The owners appealed, and the appeal was heard by Bray, 
J., who awarded the sum of £1,770 as compensation to the company, 
and directed that their costs should be paid by the a 

Vavenan Witiiams, L.J., said in his opinion a judge had garam 
to order the commissioners to pay costs, but in the ‘present ase he 
thought that the learned judge had not in the exercise of that discre 
tion applied the right test ; that the commissioners, not being interested 
; in the amount of the compensation, the exercise of the ientien to 
| order payment of the appellants’ costs by them ought not to be 
governed by the same considerations as applied in the case of a 
ordinary successful appeal; and that the mere fact that the appeal had 
been successful to a substantial extent did not conclusively shew that 
the commissioners should be ordered to pay the appellants’ costs. The 
order of the court would not be drawn up until the Solicitor-General 
had had an opportunity of considering whether he would appeal at onc 
to the House of Lords on the question whether there was a discretior 
to order payment of these costs or whether he would have the case 
remitted to Bray, J. 

FiercHer Movutton and Farwett, L.JJ., concurred. 

April 20.—The case was again mentioned as to the form of the order, 
and eventually the case was referred back to the learned judge in 
| order that he might exercise his discretion afresh upon the matter. 
CounseL, Sir Rufus Isaacs, 8.G., and Lowenthal, for the Crown; 
Danckwerts, K.C., and 7. C. P. Gibbons, for the company 
Souicrrors, Godden, Son, d&: Holme, for Rylance & Sons, Manchester : 
The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


{Reported by Erskine Retp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





WILLE (Pauper) ». REV. E. ST. JOHN AND OTHERS. No. 1. 
25th Jan. ; 23rd April. 
PRACTICE—PAvPER APPELLANT—SECURITY FOR Costs—R. 8. C. XVI. 22 
When an appe al to the Court of A ppe al has been set down, and the 
respondent to that appeal obtains an order that the appellant should give 
security, the granting of that crder by the Court does not preclude the 
appellant from moving to ap ypeal in forma pauperis, and if his applice 
tion for leave to prosecute his appeal in that form is granted, the orde: 


for security stands discharged. 


In this case the plaintifi, Walter Willé, had entered an appeal 
from an ai made by Warrington, J., on the 12th of November, 1909, 
dismissing his action with costs. The appeal having been entered, two 
of the defendants, on January 18th and 21st last, moved that the 
plaintiff should be ordered to find security, and an order for security 
for £25 in each case was made. The orders were in the usual form, 
staying all proceedings in the appeal until the security was given, and 
if not given within fourteen days the appeal to stand dismissed. On 
the 25th of January, 1910, the plaintiff ex parte obtained from the 
Court of Appeal leave to prosecute his appeal from the order of Wa: 
rington, J., in formd pauperis. On the 4th of February that appeal 
was in the paper for hearing, and the respondents sought the decision 
of the court as to whether the security order was or was not discharged 
by the order to sue in forma pau pers, their contention being that th: 
order was not discharged, and that the security ordered not having 
been paid within the time mentioned (which period expired on the 2rd 
of February), the appeal was dismissed, and the appellant could not 
proceed with it either as an ordinary litigant or in forma pauperis 
Both divisions of the court, 
question. And leave to appeal was granted, their lordships stating 
that the reasons which had induced them to come to that decision would 
be stated at a future day. The appeal was heard and dismissed, and 
is reported 54 SoLicirors’ JourNAL, 269; 1910, 1 Ch. 525. 

Tue Covurr, on the 22nd of April, delivered their reasons for their 
decision as follows : 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—On February 4th we dealt with the facts of 
this particular case; but it seems desirable to make some general obsei 
vations with reference to pauper appellants and security for costs. 1 
start with the proposition, established centuries ago by statute, and 
since developed by judicial decisions, and now embodied in rules, that 
a person disabled by poverty is entitled to assert or defend his assumed 
rights without the liability to pay costs. The standard of poverty 
conferring this privilege of suing in formd pauperis has varied from 
time to time. At present it is fixed by ord. 16, r. 22. The applicant 
must prove that he is not worth £25, his wearing apparel and the 
subject matter of the cause or matter only excepted. For the protection 
of the opposite litigant against the abuse of the privilege the applicant 
must satisfy the Court that he is not worth more than £25, and produce 
counsel’s opinion that he has reasonable grounds for proceeding. On 
such an application, which is ex parte, the Court has a discretion to 
grant or refuse the application: see McCabe vy. Bank of Ireland (14 
A. C. 413). If the order is made, notice has to be given to the oppo 
nent, and the order takes effect only from the date of service—F ray 
v. Voules (L. R. 3 Q. B. 214). It does not relieve the pauper from 
liability to pay antecedent costs. The opponent may apply to ‘dis 
pauper ’’ not only on the ground of means, but also on the ground of 
vexation or misconduct by the pauper in the cause. See Lord Eldon’s 


therefore, were summoned to dectde this 
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judgment in Corbett v. Corbett (16 Ves., 407). But unless such an , any studies authorized by Parliament . . and the undertaking has 
application succeeds, the pauper is freed from all liability to pay future | not been completed within the time limited in that behalf, the High 
costs. If an impecunious litigant who has not obtained an order to sue | Court may, notwithstanding anything in any such general or special Act 
in forma pauperis appeals, the respondent ought, under ordinary cir- | or rules, order that the moneys or securities (in this Act called the deposit 
cumstances, according to the rule laid down in The Constantine (4 P. D. | fund), or any part thereof, be applied towards compensating any land 
156) to ask the appellant by letter to give security. If the appellant | owners, or other persons, whose property has been interfered with, or 
does not answer the letter by saying that he is prepared to give | otherwise rendered less valuable by the commencement, construction, or 
security, or by saying that he intends to apply for a pauper order, the | abandonment of the undertaking, or of any portion thereof a 
respondent may apply for security for costs. An order ought not to | also, in the case of a tramway company, towards compensating the road 
be made if substantially all the costs of the appeal have been previously | authorities for the expenses incurred by them in taking up any tram 
incurred, although when the order is made the security extends to past | way or materials connected therewith pl: aced by the tramway company 
and future costs alike. When the appellant is asked by letter to give | in or on any road vested in or maintainable by the road authorities, 
security and intends to appeal as a pauper, he ought at once to inform | and in making good all damage caused to such roads by the construc 
the respondent that he proposes to apply for a pauper order, and the | tion or abandonment of the tramway. (2) Subject to payment of any 
application for security for costs should not be made. But the omission | such yee and notwithstanding any provision as to forfeiture 
to give such information does not deprive the pauper of his right. If, | to the Crown, the High Court may, if a receiver has been appointed, 
however, the application for security of costs is made, and an order is | or the company is insolvent, and has been ordered to be wound up, o1 
obtained in the modern form, one of two things may happen. If the | the undertaking has been abandoned, order that the deposit fund, 
ten or fourteen days named in the order have elapsed before any step | any part thereof, be paid or transferre d to the receiver or to the 
is taken by the appellant, the appeal is dismissed and the matter is | liquidator of the company, or be applied as part of the assets of the 
ended. If, however, before the expiration of the ten or fourteen days | company for the benefit of the creditors thereof. (3) Subject to sucl 
the appellant obtains a pauper order, a change of circumstances has | application as aforesaid, the High Court may, after such public notic 
arisen, and the court is bound not to allow the rights of the pauper to | as to the court seems reasonable, order that the deposit aeiry or any 
be defeated by reason of the form of the order for security. It is | part thereof, be paid, or transferred to the depositors, or the persons 
inherent in every such order that circumstances may arise which would claiming through or under them.’’ The company being insolvent, an 
render it unjust for the court to allow the order to operate according to | unsatisfied mortgage bond holder of the company, who was also an 
its terms. If the appellant were to die or become of unsound mind in ! unsecured creditor, applied under the Act that the deposited funds 
the interval, this would not be disputed, and I think the fact, estab- | might be applied as part of the assets of the company for the benefit 
lished to the satisfaction of the court, that the appellant is a pauper | of creditors. Neville, J., granted the application, subject to an inquiry 
and has a reasonable case to submit to the Court of Appeal ought to | as to the claims (if any) of landowners and road authorities. The 
have at least as great effect. The respondent who obtains an order | depositors appealed. 





for security must be taken to know that it may cease to be operative THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktry and KeEnnepy, 
if the appellant in the interval obtains a pauper order. It is unneces- | L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

sary to observe that there are many impecunious appellants whose Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that he thought the decision of Neville, J, 
means are such that they cannot become pauper appellants, and my | was perfectly right. The argument on ‘behalf of the appellants was 
observations have no application to such cases. that the object of the deposit was not to secure completion by th 


VaucHAN WiuuiMs. L.J.—I concur in the observations of the Master | tramway company, but that all rights were satisfied if the tre amway was 
of the Rolls. I cannot call it a judgment, for it is not a judgment. I cons structed within the period sanctioned either originaily or by exten- 
have had some hesitation in concurring, because I have had some doubts | sion by Parliament, and that as this tramway would probab ly be 
whether that which is laid down in the observations ought not to have | comple sted by the London County Council within ‘the authorized period, 
been made the subject of a rule by the Rule Committee. I understand, | the creditors had no right to claim the deposit, which was not part of 
however, that the observations are rather a consolidation of past deci- the assets of the tramway company itself, although the court had 
sions than any new rule, and I understand that these observations are jurisdiction to apply it for the benefit of the creditors. His lordshin 
not intended in any degree to qualify the rights of those who apply to could not assent to that argument. The deposit was paid into court 
litigate in formd ‘pauperis according to the present practice, and I under the provisions of the private Acts as security for the complet ion 
understand, also, that the present observations make no change as to | of the tramways by the company, and there was nothing in the Act 
who apply for security for costs in the Court of of 1892 to repeal those Acts. It was said that the landowners would 
: have no deposit by way of security as against the London County 
Council, but that argument was at bottom the same proposition. The 
curred.—CouUnsEL, Francis W att, for the plaintiff ; Rowden, Fe and "sac was only required to secure completion by the ori ginal under 
{dams, for the first defendant; P. F. S. Stokes, for the other defend- takers. There might have been some damage occasioned Ne ) landowners 
ant, who had moved for the security order. Sonicrrors, Webster in the interval which had elapsed, and Mr. Justice Neville’s order 
& Webster: Clowes, Hickley, & Steward; Fooks, Chadwick, Arnold, provided for an inquiry as to such damage. Therefore this money was 
lei e not applicable to satisfy the claims of landowners for damage done by 

the London County Council, but Parliament had thought that the 


the necessity for those 
Appeal to give evidence as to the insolven y f the appellant. 
FLETCHER Movutton, FAarwett, Bucktrey. and Kennepy, L.JJ., con- 


[Reported by Exsktxe Reid. Barrister-at-Law.] | London County Council ought not to be required to make a deposit, th 

reason, of course, being that the London County Council stood in a 

Re PECKHAM, DULWICH, AND CRYSTAL PALACE TRAMWAYS very different position from the original undertakers. His lordship read 
BILL. No. 2. 21st April. the Act of 1892 in the same way as Neville, J., did—that the deposit 

Statutory ComPAny Cramways — Parntamentary Deposrr — Trwe | ¥#8 to secure the completion of the work by the company. The time 

Limir For CoMPLETION of WorK—SALE or UNDERTAKING BEFORE had passed within which the company alone could complete, and this 

Heinen i hiaenoxumes i i emawaiernt PartiaMentary | Undertaking had been abandoned by the company. For these reasons, 

Deposits AND Bonps Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 27), s. 1 (1) (2) (3). be di + 1 aaa tee those given by Neville, J., the appeal must 

ve dismissed. 

Where a statutory company, before completing the works authorized s3ucKLEY and Kennepy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the sam 
by its special Acts, sold its undertaking to another statutory body, who | effect CounseL, 2. Ford; C. James. Soricrrors, S. S. Seal; Lingard 
had statutory powers to enable them to complete the undertaking, d Leach. 

Held, that the company had not completed its undertaking within the [Reported by J. I. Srrrirne. Barrister-at-Law.] 


time limited in that hehalf within th meaning »f th-section 1 of 
section 1 of the Parliamentary De posit and Bonds Act, 1892. and that 


ia anderaking ha ben shindoned within subsection 2 of the eeme + Fi Court—Chancery Division. 


section. 











| 

This was an appeal from a decision of Neville, J. (reported 1909, STANCOMB ». TROWBRIDGE URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
2 Ch. 540). The Peckham 1 East Dul h Tramways Co. was in- | Warrington, J. 13th April. 
corporated under a special Act of 1882, and by that Act and certain | gpo.p:prq7r1on—BREACH OF UNDERTAKING AND InguNCTION—R. S. C. 
extending Acts of 1883 and 1885 was authorized to make certain tram XLII. zw 31.—" Waru, Dzsopeprence ”’—Costs. 
ways. These Acts contained provisions for the deposit of certain sums | : : ; E 
of Consols in court, in case the company should make default in com 1 corporation is subject to process for contempt under - 42, r. 31, 
pleting the tramways within the time limit, which time limit was jo) wilful disobedience if it in fact does that which it 18 strained by 
extended by an Act of 1888 In August, 1904, a re er of the com 7 junetye n from doing, alt hough in doing tt there is no dir aad untent1o1 
pany 's unde rtaking was appointed by the court in an action against the of disobe Ying the order, so that the disobedience is not contumacious in 
company by its mortgage bond holders The undertaking of the com that sense. 
pany was not completed in December, 1904, when the company sold This was an application by the plaintiffs for the issue of a writ 
the incomplete undertaking to the London County Council, but the time | sequestration against the defendants for their contempt in not obeyi 
for completion had not expired. The provisions in the company’s | an injunction and not performing a certain undertaking. By an order, 
special Acts dealing with the deposit funds in the event of non-com- | dated the 17th of January, 1896, made by consent, it was ordered tl 


pletion within the specified time were substantially reproduced in | the defendants should be perpetually restrained from causing or pe! 
section 1 of the Parliamentary Deposits and Bonds Act, 1882, which is a | mitting any of the sewage of their district to pass through any sewer: 


general Act, and is as follows : ‘‘(1) Where in pursuance of = general | belonging _ them into the stream or natural watercourse known as the 
or special Act of Parliament, or of any rules made thereunder, moneys | Biss, and by the same order the defendants undertook, at the expira 
or securities have been deposited with, or are standing in the name of, | tion of a certain period, now expired, to thoroughly cleans e the bed 
the Paymaster-General, to secure the completion by any company of | and banks of the said stream from all sewage deposits between two 








sp 


wl 
wi 


ag 
ag 
gr 


sy 
pl 
pI 
w 
at 
at 


tk 
di 


LO. 
ng has 
- High 
lal Act 
deposit 
land 
ith, or 
ion, or 
and 
road 
tram 
mpany 
rities. 
struc 














THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. ([Vol. 54.] 459 





April 30, 1910. 





specified points. The present motion was made under ord. 42, r. 31, 
which provides that ‘‘any judgment or order against a corporation 
wilfully disobeyed may, by leave of the court or a judge, be enforced 
by sequestration against the corporate property, or by attachment 
against the directors or other officers thereof, or by writ of sequestration 
against their property. The defendants, after the injunction was 
granted, constructed a system of drainage for the town of Trowbridge, 
to which, as a system, no well-founded complaint could be made. This 
system, the plaintiffs alleged, and his lordship held, had not been 
properly worked. His lordship held, further, that the omission to 
properly work the system was a breach of the injunction, and a breach 
which was not merely casual, accidental, or unintentional. Frequently, 
at night, the sewage matter was not dealt with in the disposal beds 
at all, but was allowed to pass directly into the stream. With regard 
to the undertaking, in his lordship’s opinion, the defendants had not 
thoroughly cleansed the bed of the stream as they had undertaken to 
do. 

WARRINGTON, J., dealing with the question of ‘‘ wilful disobedience,”’ 
said: I may at the outset state what, in my opinion, is 
the meaning of ‘‘ wilful disobedience ’’ in rule 31 of order 42. In my 
judgment, if a person or corporation is restrained by injunction from 
doing a particular thing, he commits a breach of the injunction, and 
is liable to process for contempt if he, in fact, does the thing, and it 
is no answer to say that his act was not contumacious in the sense 
that in doing it he had no direct intention to disobey the order. I 
think the expression ‘wilfully’? in ord. 42, r. 51, is intended to 
exclude only such casual, accidental, or unintentional acts as are 
referred to in the case of Fairclough v. Manchester Ship Canal (W. N., 
1897, at p. 7). I think the view which I have just expressed, though 
not, of course, expressed in the same words, is to all intents and 
purposes the view expressed in Attorney-General v. Walthamstow Urban 
District Council (11 T. L. R., at p. 533). In my opinion, further, the 
act need not be done by the person himself. In the case of a corporation, 
it cannot be done by the corporation itself, at any rate in the case 
of such a corporation as an urban district council. Such a body can 
only act by its agents and servants, and I think if the act is in fact 
done it is no answer to say that done, as it must be, by an officer 
or servant of the council, the council is not liable for it, even though 
it may be done by the servant through carelessness, neglect, or even 
in dereliction of his duty. That seems to me to follow from the case 
of Rantzen v. Rothschild (14 W. R., at p. 96). His lordship accord- 
ingly ordered the writ of sequestration to issue, in order to put 
pressure upon the defendants to perform the positive part of the 
order—namelv, their undertaking—but directed it to lie in the office for 
a specified time. The defendants to pay the costs of the plaintiffs as 
between solicitor and client.—CounseL, for the plaintiffs, Cave, K.C , 
and T. J. ©. Tomiin; for the defendants, VWacmorran, K.C., and 
Wethered. Soricitors, Longbourne, Stevens, d} Powell; Robins, Hay, 
Waters, & Hay. 

Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


In the Matter of Y. (A Solicitor). Bray and Coleridge, JJ. 
26th April. 
SoLticrirorR—PAYMENT OF MoNnrEY TO By CLIENT—LOAN OR PAYMENT FOR 
INVESTMENT—DISCIPLINARY JURISDICTION—R. S. C. LII. 285. 


B. had employed Y., a solicitor, to act for him professionally. B. 
paid Y. £200, and the following document was drawn up, recording 
the transaction, and signed by Y.: ‘‘ Three months after demand 1 
promise to pay Mr. B., or to invest for him, as he may wish, the sum 
of £200 for value received, and in the meantime to pay interest after 
the rate of £5 per centum until payment or investment . . . oF so 
much thereof as shall from time to time remain owing.”’ B. applied 
by summons under ord. 52, r. 25, for payment of the £200, and interest 
thereon. 

Held, that having regard to the terms of the document and to the 
ither evidence (see judgment of Bray, J., infra), the transaction was a 
loan to the solic itor, and not a payment to him of money lor invest- 
ment, and that therefore the master had no jurisdiction under ord. 52, 
r. 25, to make the order asked for. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the judge in chambers up- 
holding a decision of Master Archibald on an application by one B., 
under ord. 52, r. 25, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, for payment 
to him by Y., a solicitor, of the sum of £200, and interest thereon. 
This sum had been paid by the applicant to Y. under the circumstances 


detailed in the judgment of Bray, J., infra. The master made the 
order asked for on the ground that the relationship of solicitor and 
client had existed between Y. and the applicant. 


Bray, J.—This was an application under ord. 52, r. 25, of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, which puts into words a practice which has 
existed for a great number of years. It gave the court a summary 
jurisdiction over solicitors. In order to see whether this application 
can be brought within the terms of the rule, we must look at, the rule 
ind construe it. It may be that if there were any ambiguity in the 
rule, we should have regard to the previous practice. But we must 
first construe the rule. It runs as follows :—‘‘ Where the relationship 
f solicitor and client exists or has existed ’’—that is the condition 





precedent, and there is no doubt that here that condition was satisfied— 
‘*a summons may be issued by the client or his representatives for 
the delivery of a cash account.” Now, that is a perfectly well-known 
account as between solicitor and client. Primd facie, it means an 
account which the solicitor has to render to his client for the moneys 
in his hands. The rule continues : ‘‘ or the payment of moneys, or the 
delivery of securities, and the court or a judge may from time to time 
order the respondent to deliver to the applicant a list of the moneys 
or securities which he has in his custody or control on behalf of the 
applicant, or to bring into court the whole or any part of 
the same.”’ Now, he is to deliver to the applicant a 
list of the moneys which he has in his custody or 
control. Therefore, the duty of an applicant under this rule is to 
satisfy the court that this solicitor has in his custody or control moneys 
on behalf of the applicant. The question is, then, whether this 
sum of £200 was in the custody or control of this solicitor on behalf 
of the client—the applicant. There is not much dispute on the affidavits 
as to what are the facts. Up to the end of August, 1905, the relation- 
ship of solicitor and client existed between the applicant and this 
solicitor; but from that time onwards, unless the transaction here in 
question was one between solicitor and client, there have been no 
further transactions on the basis of such a relationship. At the begin 
ning of October, 1905, there was an interview between the solicitor 
and the applicant. To quote from Mr. B.’s affidavit: ‘‘ The said Y. 
called at my house several times in the year 1905, and on several 
occasions when he called suggested that I should let him invest my 
money for me, and stated to me that he had not an investment ready 
for it, but that until he could find an investment he would place the 
money in the bank, and I paid him the said sum in the belief and 
with the intention that he should find me an investment.’’ Now, a 
document was drawn up, and I think that document shews that, what- 
ever may have been the arrangement originally, the arrangement as 
stated in the paragraph of Mr. B.’s affidavit which I have just read 
was changed; it was turned into another arrangement. It is quite 
clear that the solicitor was not to put the money in the bank, where 
he could have obtained it at once. The document reads as follows : 
‘** £200. 9th October, 1905. Three months after demand I promise to 
pay to Mr. B. or to invest for him as he may wish the sum of two 
hundred pounds for value received, and in the meantime I agree to pay 
interest after the rate of £5 per centum per annum, hy equal quarterly 
payments, on the usual quarter days, until payment’ or investment as 
aforesaid, as the case may be, and the said sum or so much thereof 
as shall from time to time remain owing.—Y.’’ Now, it is this trans 
action, as stated in this document, with which we have to deal. I 
think it was nothing more than a loan. It was contemplated that the 
client should be at liberty at any time to get it back ‘‘ three months 
after demand.’’ The money was to be repaid to him or invested at 
his option. Until that time arrived, the transaction was nothing more 
than a loan. The money has been demanded back by the applicant. It 
was contended by counsel for the applicant that the money was given 
to the solicitor to invest. I cannot read the document in that way, 
having regard to all the circumstances. I am fortified in my view 
by the terms of a letter written to Y. by B., dated the 20th of May, 
1908, where he says: ‘‘I am sorry I have to apply to you again. Will 
you please to give this matter your early attention; it will very much 
oblige me. [ think I will call it in again. I don’t think it is benefiting 
vou very much. I can take a few more shares with it in the bank ; 
they are offering a lot more shares now they have taken over the 
Lancaster Bank.’? The words he used were: ‘‘I think I will call it 
in again.’’ The money was not to benefit Mr. B., but the solicitor, and 
the letter shews the reason why tne money was wanted back—to buy 
shares. 1 think, therefore, this transaction was a loan. If it was a 
loan, then I do not think the applicant can come to the court. unde: 
this rule. He has not proved his case, and the appeal must be allowed. 
CoLeRiIpGE, J., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounsrL, for the 
applicant, /Zerbert Smith; for the ‘solicitor, H. C. Davenport. 
Soxicirors, Aingsford, Dorman, & Co., for Blagg, Son, & Masefield, 
Cheadle; Norris, Allens, d& Chapman, for R. 7. Adderley, Longton. 


{Reported by C G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re A DEBTOR. Fr parte TAYLOR & CO. (LIM.). C.A. 
22nd April. 
BANKRUPTCY PETITION Practice — Discovery — INTERROGATORIES 
Bankruptcy Rvutes, 1886-1890, r..72—Arripavir or TRUTH 01 

STATEMENTS IN PretTItTION—Form 12. 

A petitioning creditor will not be allowed to administer interrogatories 
to, or to obtain discovery from, a debtor to assist him to support his 
petition; nor should he use Form 12 in swearing to the truth of th 
allegations in his petition unless they are true to his knowledge. 

Appeal from an order made by Mr. Registrar Hope on the 16th of 
February, 1910, discharging a previous order made by him on the 21st 
of January, whereby he had given the petitioning creditors leave to 
administer interrogatories to, and to obtain discovery of documents from, 
the debtor. On the 13th of January the appellants, Taylor & Co. (Limited). 
presented a bankruptcy petition against the debtor, in which the act 


‘ 


f bankruptcy alleged was a fraudulent conveyance or transfer of her 
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peereey = the 11th = November, 1909. The debtor filed a notice to ° = 
dispute the act of bankruptcy on the 11th of February On 2 P b D < d Ad ] : 
a of January, on an ex ah application by the petitioning Pos Ps ro ate, Ivorce, an mira ty cm 
under rule 72, the registrar gave them leave to administer interroga- Di 1c] 
tories to the debtor, and ordered the debtor to file an affidavit “of | Iv1Si0On. in 
. » tT “ . ~ 
documents. lhe debtor thereupon moved to discharge the order, and In the Goods of WOHLGEMUTH (Deceased). Bargrave Deane J Lon 
on the 16th of February the registrar delivered a writte1 judgment 25th April . ces te 
discharging his former order, on the ground that. a bankruptcy | p . en ey . *Ly 
involved quasi-penal consequences, discovery ought not to be granted | PROBATE WILL EXECUTOR OvT OF THE Kincpom—SpeciraL Circum Mal 
against the debtor at the instance of the petitioning creditor prior to stances—20 & 21 Vict. c. 77, s. 73—Grant With WiLL ANNEXE! *M: 
the hearing of the petition. In support of th ew he referred to | TO SOLE BENEFICIARY—PRACTICE AS TO AFFIDAVITS. *M: 
instances of so called penal actions at the suit of informe and of | It is the practice for an applicant on motion to make an affidavit *Mi 
actions involving forfeiture, in which it had vays been the practice | Where the executor appointed under a will was out of the jurisdic *M 
of the courts to refuse discovery against the defendants. The petition | tion, and where there were urgent matters in connection with the estate *Mc 
ing creditors appealed, and relied on the case of Fe XN. Y.. Kx parte | of the deceased testator that required immediate attention, the court Mo 
Haes (1902, 1 K. B. 98), where the petitioning credito is allowed to! made a grant of letters of administration with the will annexed to the Nic 
call the debtor and make him produce his books in order to prove the | widow of the testator, who was the sols beneficiary. *On 
act of bankruptcy. Counsel for the debtor was not called upon | \ * ats ‘ ; TIE. : , *Pe 
Vaucnan WuuusMs. L.J.. delivered th ‘udament of th fy y cous. | fs pplication lor a grant ol letters ot administrati n with will *Po 
sapien + ‘The question in dispate in this case tarns upen 11 Ae id, annexed by one Susan Kate Wohlgemuth. lhe applicant was the Pra 
of rule 72: ‘Any party to any proceeding mak mae. a ae widow of Conrad Wohlgemuth, sugar merchant, who die d on the 17} as 
leave of the court, administer interrogatories to. or obtain discove oo of of April, 1910. The dec eased left a will dated the 17th of June, 1909, *Sh 
documents from, any other party to su aA ss nse” ee unde r which the applicant was sole _beneficiary. There _were ni 'D 
under this rule shall be regulated as nea es Ste tie ellen ae children or remoter issue. By the said will one C. W. Thompson Sid 
the Supreme Court for the time being in { cakes tas Mimaanie to appointed sole executor, but at the present time he was in India Slat 
and inspection. An Sie hat teen: weir Ws wake ue tot Oe business, and had not been cited. In December, 1909, Thompso1 Sle 
made ez parte.”” This is a case in which the regist gga <r, Ms informed the applicant’s solicitor that he was leaving England, and (( 
excellent judgment and exercised the discretion which it is not dis- | would therefore be unable to carry out the duties of executor if 
puted that he had. I begin by saving that ] no : I nterfering required, I ne deceased, Conrad Wohlgemuth, had expressed his aii 
with the discretion he has exercised. but thoucl sree with most. tention of appointing other executors, but had failed to do so at th 
of his reasons, I wish to go further. and i mee vself, ; time of his death. Counsel for the applicant stated that the matter 
First of all, I must point out at r 9 r,® . eedil . are. was very urgent, owlng to the necessity of carrying out certain « 
There has been an affidavit filed which in effect ia { ‘Vege inp se of | tracts during that week which had been previously entered into by Cap 
cetting leave to file nalitton sn thankeun hic] Bay (kee the deceased. If the contracts were fulfilled, a profit amounting t a 
used upon the hearing of the bankruptcy p. ree es about £200 would accrue to the estate, which was of small value I a 
ta the form (No. 12) of that affidavit. which. as the 1 ste . There were other matters requiring immediate attention, and it was _ 
habitually used at the ] cai Mian It } led Aff “Pe Reger: submitted that a grant could be made under section 73 of the Court Bro 
truth of statements in petition.” and the bodv of the m3 eth of Probate Act, 1857, there being special circumstances. The case of Ch: 
petitioner named in the petition hereunt nexed make oath nd In the G ule OF ( rawshay 41 W. R. 303; 1893, P. 108) appt ared to be C 
say: I. That the several statements in t 1 petition are within the nearest in point. The only affidavit used on the motion was 1 
my own knowledge true The regist that tl form must Jolt one by the applicant’s solicitor and a business friend of tl C 3 
often put a tax on the « ie *s of petit ers, but it usually deceased. Cra 
adopted, and the directions in rule 150 and ve ba ta 4 hove form BarGRAveE Deane, J., said: You may take a grant under sectio1 Cre 
viz., that if the petitions nnot swe to the truth of all the 73, subject to an affidavit by the applicant. The practice is for the Die 
statements in the petition “within his own 1 ledge he must file ®@pplicant always to make an affidavit.—CounseL, D. Cotes-Preed i 
further affidavits by persons who can e seldom utilized. I hope , SOLIctrors, Stokes &: Stokes. *h. 
this habit will be d yuuraged: but what | been done here is. rae [Reported by M. Wimperusgrmegn, Barrvister-at-Law. | he 
the petitione: has sworn to what is not witl | n knowledge, and Gre 
comes and says: ‘‘ Make an order for dis 7 that I may prove ee Ho. 
the truth of that which at present I do m of mv o knowledge, Ho 
know.”’ That alor enough to give tl urt discretion to refuse Law Students’ Journal Hu 
the order, but rule 72 imports the rul £ the Supreme Court, and * oa Hn 
we must consider what would happen if this were ’ n the Higl . » Gan; » 
Court, where the analogous position Ww ild be that writ had : : The Law Society z Jon 
issued, a general statement of um alleging fraud put in, and no INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION, Jon 
defence as yet delivered. No order for d ery at that stage of 
the proceedings would be made . ce ake portant to consider that The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical ord Ker 
it all the sections of the Rankvantes Act. 1 the rules thereunder | Were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 6th and 7t “ 
which dea] therewith, anything in the nati of dis ery or cros o! April, 1910 : 
examination must take place after receiving ord I have never known First CLAss. Brunton, Frederick Henry aa 
of any order for discover or interrogator beit made t sist a | Avres. Herbert Edward Burton, Charles Ernest ~ Ma 
petitioner ; it is as if a plaintiff v } oO | d not vet obtained judgment Coe, Edwin Henry Chapman, Horace Ma 
vere to apply fe eave to examine the def t to his means [! Jones, Trevor John Chapman, Laurence Vaugha : ( 
must now deal wit! eot kh - ) I flare d I am not Roberts, Joseph B.A. (Lond.) 
voing to say anythi to d tract from tl lement in that case, but Shearn. Erroll David Chippindale, Frederic Ronald 
it was a decision wal h is wholly inapplicable here. The question there Slater, William *Clough, Norman John 
poe was wheth r, upon the hea ing of petition, the pe titioner Staddon, Charles Eric Cookson, John Power Hicks 
rege ees ee Peg : “4 ; Sie l e a P args o ee tice had Tame, Ernest William “Corbett, Adrian Gray, B.A I 
se, bu ne cour ae art dad tron tha } 1c upon the Williams, Douglas (Oxon.) 
ground that the gen I | law of e idence et bl plaintiff to call his | Williams, Gomer Cruttwell, George Henry Wilso 
agen pie 4%. e oF — sd jg vs ¢ oe to al + e any ques- | Davis, Arthur Harvard 
tions which might id to incriminate him ; Che suggestion was made PASSED. *Deakin, Charles Joseph Jol : 
in that case that this r of evider ce did not apply, be uuse bank- | Allen. Ronald Wilberforce King | 
ruptcy proceedings were ¢ re al, but the court held that they | Baddeley, Cyril Laud *Dixey, Arthur Carlyne Niven bp 
vere not, proceedings Prope rly to be treated as criminal, for the reason, |} *Bagnall, George Barry, B.A. Dobson, Samuel Ap 
ga i alga Ay Sag possslcnonte is, onmn pation. =. oe (Camb. ) “Drake, Francis Hubert Ad 
important to aks eniicods denne th 4 7 Prin ae ms ne te get 1 ry saines, Bernard Dudding, Law rence Stanley Ait 
support of every petition for in many cases + - ay | - ex with = Bath, Sydney Howard Exton, George Biddulph Ar 
lmaaiien perjury. The coldakened ee hy =o _ re = hs : . : Battishill, Philip Henry ; Field, David ha As] 
waiters a es mot a tee - abr nets Be k, William Crabbe ; Foster, Robert Tonge Ba 
ihe Seer ll Win Ualiiaes Gch shia hatin, Ranke Geanm oh iri ns i | Blac kbourn, Lionel Alfred I raser, Arnold Frederick Bor 
1 2 r, he s ild stat " ich an inference | *Bjinkhorn. Robert Howard *Ciales. John Russell Bot 
of the intent of the debtor may be draw | : : . irl 
: : ae | Blumberg, Marco Girling, Isaac Joseph ( 
FLETCHER Movtton, L.J., concurred, and added that discovery was *Boyes, Reginald Victor *Hacker, Norman Br: 
never allowed in cases of a penal nature, and that, although proceed- | Bracher, Guy Harrison, James Entwistle Bri 
hichest ymca | red x h a ar .* bagel — was in the | * Bradshaw, Stanley Goodwin *Haworth, Robert Collins Bre 
on pt Png of a penal character, for the involved the loss of | Brandreth, William Robert Hill, John Henry Z 
woh goes l'urner Hobson, William Anthony Bre 
FARWELL, Bucktry, and Kennepy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsert, | *Bransom, Henry Norman Hugh Jackson, Cyril Bre 
('layton, K.C., and Frank Mellor; Hansell. Soxicrrors, Jacques & Co., | Brill, James Henry Clifford Jeans, Gerald Mark ( 
for J. H. Wilman, Batley; PR. Raphael *Brown, Reginald Southgate *Joyce, George Robins M.A Bre 
[Reported by P. M. Francxr, Barrister-at-Law.] *Browne, Alexander (Camb. ) Bu 
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*Lancaster, Charles Edward 
*Lawden, Henry Tipping 
Ledward, George William Sprott, Frederick William 
Lindsay, Rollo Christison Stanton, Claude Wilfrid 
Longstaffe, Victor Charles Hamil- *Stevens, William Lionel 
ton, B.A. (Camb.) Stockdale, Guy Nelson 
*Lyus, Arthur Ormiston Stringer, Charles Edward Wood- 
Marks, Herbert cock, B.A. (Camb.) 
*Marley, Reginald William *Taylor, Roland Ormsby 
*Marsh, Robert Preston Thimbleby, John Egremont 
*Minshall, Thomas Charles Wynne *Thompson, Charles Audley 
*Morant, William Miles *Tilly, John, B.A. (Camb.) 
*Moser, John Vincent, William Barnett 
Mowll, John Hewitt Walker, John Wickham 
Nicholson, Thomas Edward Watkins, Vivian Holmes 
*Ommanney, Harold Manaton *Weeks, Harry 
*Peake, Colin White, Ronald Jennings 
*Powell, Scott, B.A. (Oxon.) *Wilkinson, Hubert Cooper, B.A. 
Pratt, Cecil Myers (Camb.) 
Ray, Jack Emerson Willett, John Wickham 
*Shackleton, William Beckworth Williams, Harry Gambold 
Downs Williams, Henry Edward 
Siddall, Ernest Douglas Costain Williams, John Collingwood 
Slater, Arthur *Wyles, Walter Nelson 
Sleeman, Stuart Bertram, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 


*Smith, Alan Montague 
Spink, Edward Holt 


\ 
* These candidates have to satisfy the -examiners in accounts and 


book-keeping before receiving a certificate. 
Number of candidates ... 105. Passed ... 102. 
CANDIDATES FOR EXAMINATION IN ACCOUNTS AND BOOK-KEEPING ONLY. 


Ashton, Henry Oswald Morgan, Robert Naunton Wing- 
Beal, Leonard Frank field 

Blunt, Francis, B.A. (Oxon.) Morris, Archibald John 

Browne, Michael Ernest Nares, Ramsay Llewelyn Ives 
Chaffers, Edward Mitchell Norris, Arthur Gilbert 
Cohen, Dudley Samuel, B.A., Pasmore, Archibald Besley 

LL.B. (Camb.) Pimblott, William 
Cooper, Geoffrey Herbert Price, Walter Hugh 
Craigen, William Ewart Samson, Augustus Conway 
Creusemann, Carl Heinrich EduardSandford, Ralph William Deshon, 
Dickinson, Leonard Taylor, B.A. B.A. (Camb.) 

(Oxon.) Savers, William Warwick 
Fyffe, John James Schofield, John James 
Goddard, Ernest. B.A. (Oxon.) Smith, Jeffery Peter Frederick 
Green, William Edward Hanworth, B.A. (Camb.) 
Hockin, Cyril Owen Stafford, Hubert Langley 
Houlder, Wilson Alfred Lawrence Stringer, Cuthbert Henry, B.A. 
Hulton, Roger Braddyll (Camb.) 
Humbert, Owen Johnston, B.A. Vertue, Guy Naunton 

(Oxon.) Vickery, Robert George Frederick 
Jones, Glendower Walker, Robert John, LL.B. 
Jones, William Hugh (Lond.) 
Kenshole, Ivor Charles Walton, Thomas Booth 
Latham, Henry Edmunds, B.A. Ward, Ernest Henry 

(Oxon.) Watts, Dudley Haldane 
Leese, Charles Wilkinson, Charles 
Llewellin, Mostyn Cleeves Wilson, Christopher Munkhouse 
Machin, Alfred George Fysh Woodcock, John Burrell Holme, 
Marshall, Henry George, B.A. B.A. (Oxon.) 

(Camb.) 

Number of candidates 67. Passed ... 48 

By order of the Council, 

8S. P. B. Bucxnimt, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 22nd April, 1910. 





FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the final examination held on the 4th and 5th of 
April, 1910 :— 


Adcock, Leonard Hedley 
Aitken, Arthur Eastham 
Archer, Charles Kenneth 
Ashworth, Peter Ormerod 
Barker, Holroyd Birkett 


Carlisle, Frank 
Caruthers-Little, Robert Johnston 
Clifton, John Henry 
Clifton, Percy James 
Cockrill, Charles Whalley 
Booth, Charles Victor Corby, Matthew Sydney, B.A. 
Botterell, John Dumville, B.A. (Durham) 
(Oxon.) Cox, Charles Kenneth 
Bramley, John Robinson Clarkson Cragg, Geoffrey Ethelbert 
Bright, Archibald Viccars Dale, Harold 
Brockman, Randolph Charles Deer, Vivian 
Zouch Drake Dickinson, Frank 
Broom, John William Frank Dickinson, Ronald Francis Bicker 
Brown, John Topham, B.A. steth 
(Camb.) Dunstan, Ralph Alexander 
Brown, Maurice Blumfield Edmunds, Joseph Charles 
Bullock, Henry Acton Linton, Finklestone, Harry, LL.B. (Vic- 


Fraser, Robert Leslie, B.A. Montague, George Albert Banner- 
(Camb.) man 

Fulton, George Koberwein Pridham, Henry 

Gooderidge, Thomas William Prior, John 


Wade Riddett, Norman Lock 
Gregory, Joseph Roberts, Robert Owen 
Grimwade, Hugh Noel Robson, Stanley 
Gros, Gustave George Sayer, Geoffrey Latimer 
Hall, Lancelot Edey Smith, Thomas James Thompson 
Hardy, Harold John Stenning, Claud John 
Hawken, Herbert John Hambly Tabor, Harry Ernest 
Heaton, William Hicks Thomas, Frederick Hugh 
Higgins, Herbert Edward Powell Tomkinson, Harry Cecil Herbert 


Huntriss, William Seymour 

John, Morgan Town, Charles Aubrey, B.A., 
Jones, Jacob LL.B. (Camb.) 

Knowles, Frank Veale, Edward William Wode- 


house, LL.B. (Lond.) 
Warner, Gerald Hewett 
Williams, Owen Jones 
Willis, John Edwin 
Woolfe, Leopold Hyman 
Number of candidates ... 105. Passed ... 66. 
By order of the Council, 
8S. P. B. Bucxnittz, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 22nd April, 1910. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinec Socrery.—April 26.—Chairman, Mr. C. P. 
Blackwell.—The subject for debate was : ‘“‘ That the case of Lowery v. 
Walker (1910, 1 K. B. 173) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. C. S. Jones 
opened in the affirmative, Mr. R. D. Rustomgee seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. H. S. Meyer opened in the negative. Mr. W. M. 
Pleadwell seconded in the negative. The following members continued 
the debate :—Messrs. Burgis, Meeke, Riddett, Davies, Shearn, Enness, 
and Parry. The motion was lost by one vote. 


Landon, Joseph Herbert Arthur 
Lindsey, Thomas 
Milburn, Philip 
Mitchell, George 











Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Georcr Duptry Hare and Grorrrey Bertram Gush, solicitors 
(Gush, Hare, & Co.), 11, Gray’s-inn-place, London. Dec. 25. 
Epwarp Merape and Artuur Batmer, solicitors (Meade & Balmer), 
22, Red Lion-square, London. Jan. 1. (Gazette, April 26. 





General. 


The Conveyancing Bill, promoted by the Law Society, was read a 
second time in the House of Gommons on Wednesday last. 


The London Gazette announces that an annuity of £3,500 has been 
granted to Sir Henry Sutton, late one of the justices of the High 
Court. 


The general meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association will 
be held on Wednesday, May 4th, at 4.30 p.m., in the Middle Temple 
Hall, the Attorney-General in the chair. ~* 


On Wednesday, in the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, the 
judgment of the court was for the first time delivered by Mr. Ameer 
Ali, the Indian member of the Tribunal. As the case bore the 
voluminous title of Sri Rajah Parthasarathi Appa Row v. Chevendra 
Venkata Narasayya and Others, the other members of the court may 
possibly have shrunk from the task of frequently mentioning the names 
of the plaintiff and defendant. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday, in reply to Mr. C. Roberts, 
Mr. Hobhouse said : The second general annual report of the Public 
Trustee, issued on March 9th, shi wed that the total funds under the 
control of the office of the Public Trustee on December 31st last were 
valued at £5,646,300. Apart from the audit of the accounts of any trust 
which is permitted to a beneficiary, there is a test audit of moneys under 
the Public Trustee’s control by the Comptroller and Auditor-General. 
Arrangements for a separate detailed audit are now being considered. 


‘“The recent press reports touching the use of whisky by juries in 
Tennessee,” savs a New York Jawver, reporte] by the Central Law 
Journal, “reminds me of an amusing incident in connection with a 
trial I once witnessed in Arkansas. The defendant had been accused 
of selling adulterated liquor, and some whisky was offered in evidence. 
This was given the jury as evidence to assist in its deliberations. 
When they finally filed into court, his Honour asked : ‘Has the jury 
agreed on a verdict?’ ‘No, your Honour,’ responded the foreman; 





B.A. (Oxon.) toria) 





“and before we do we should like to have more evidence.’ ”’ 
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There is a cheering rumour in the Temple, says a writer in the 
Globe, that the Lord Chancellor is about to create another batch of 
K.C.’s. Lord Loreburn has not been too generous in his distribution 
of “ silk.’”” There have been only three lists of new King’s Counsel 
since he occupied the Woolsack, the last having appeared nearly 
twelve months ago. 

The first annual report of the committee of the Birmingham Poor 
Man’s Lawyers’ Association, states that 422 applications have been 
dealt with during the year, the details being as follows :—Master and 


servant (including compensation claims). 78; husband and wife, 66; 
county court and police-court matters. 64; claims to shares in estates 
of deceased persons, 44; landlord and tenant, 23; hire purchase, 11; 


| ustardy, slander, idents, 


miscellaneous (including old-age pensiot 


&c.), 136. 


In moving the second reading of the County Common Juries Bill in 
the House of Lords, on the 20th inst., Lord Alverstone said the object 
of the measure was to remove a difficulty connected with assizes. 
The Act of 1825 limited the common jurors who could be called at 


assizes to 144. With the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, two 


judges had arranged for very extended sittings in Manchester and 
Liverpool, and 144 common jurors would not be a sufficient’ number. 
The Bill, therefore, proposed the repeal of the limitation. The same 


difficulty had previously arisen about special jurors, and it was dealt 
with in the same way in 1898. The Bill was read a second time. 


The truism that new conditions give rise in our law to new ideas of 
legal rights is illustrated, says the American Law Review, in a recent 
Kentucky case, where a woman sued a telephone company for damages, 
alleging that a telephone pole had been placed on the defendant's pro 


perty so near her residence, against her protest, that a negro burglar 
had been enabled to climb into her window and had robbed her. The 
Kentucky Court of Appeals decided against her. It said that as any 


building, not a nuisance, might have been erected on the site of 
the pole, regardless of its availability as a means of burglarious entry, 
no liability sprang from the erection of the pole itself. Her duty 
was to secure her windows and take steps to protect her property. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Belloc moved for leave 
to introduce a Bill to amend the law regarding the giving of evidence 
in criminal cases. The Bill. he said. had for its object the remedy of 
®& grave injustice which might attend the way in which evidence could 
be given in certain criminal cases. A man might be bound over to keep 
the peace without having the right to call witnesses in his own defence. 
This form of administration had hitherto only been applied to Treland. 
The other department in which this bad principle applied concerned 
not only Ireland, but the whole kingdom. After conviction and before 
sentence, evidence could he put in by the police which the prisoner had 
no substantial opportunity of rebutting. This was very important, 


because after a prisoner was technically convicted the police evidence 
might influence the sentence when the court had a wide discretion 
hetween imposing a very short and a verv long term of imprisonment. 


The Bill was brought in and read a first time. 


On Tuesday, says the Times. the Lord Chief Justice made the fol 
lowing announcement as to the future sittings of the Court of Criminal 
Appeal :—T have had to consider the arrangements for the sittings 
of the Court of Criminal Appeal The papers which have had to be 
examined on the last two occasions have heen so voluminous that it 


was not possible to deal with them out of the court hours of sittings, 
and the Court for Crown Paper was obliged to be adjourned on the 
Thursday afternoon in order to give the necessary time It must be 
remembered that. in the case of the applications, as a rule the judges 
have not the assistance of counsel, and all the papers have to he eX 


amined in order to see whether there is any ground for ay peal Under 


the circumstances T have come to the conclusion that it would he 


best. for the Court of Criminal Appeal to sit unon Mondavs instead 
of upon Fridavs The three jndges who form the court will not sit 
in court on Saturday, but wonld take that time. so far as it is suffi 
cient. for the purposes of going thronch the papers The sitting on 
Monday will also facilitate arrangement when the husiness of the 
Court of Criminal Appeal occupies more than one day in the week. 


Judge Charles S. Gobingier, judge of the Court of First Instance 
for the Judicial District of Manila, lately, savs the Central Law Journal, 
decided that electricity was the subject of larceny or its Snanish 
equivalent ‘‘ hurto’’: 77.8. v. Jose de Teon, February 3rd, 1910 (not 
reported). The article under the penal code. under which prosecution 
was brought, read, as translated in the oninion, as follows :—‘* The 
following are guilty of larceny (hurto): Those who. with intent of 
gain, and without violence or intimidation against the nerson or force 
against things, shall take another’s personal property without the 
owner’s consent.’’ The iudre came to the conclusion that it was, 
because bv decisions hy the Snanish Supreme Tribunal, rendered in 
1887 and 1897, construing a similar section in Spanish law. it was held 
that the appropriation of illuminating eas belonging to another was 
‘*hurto,”’ or larceny. The chief contention made was that electricitv 
was an energy and not a corporal substance; but the judee thought 
that, as its effects, like those of gas, could he seen and felt. and the 
act of appropriation in each case consisted in the production of the 
effects which anpropriation involved, or resulted from the consumption 
of enforced things, the rule as to gas should obtain. Authoritv was 
cited to show that the common law agreed with the Spanish as to gas 





Mr. Justice Riddell, of the King’s Bench Division of the High Court 
of Justice at Ontario, Canada, writing in the American Law Review 
upon ‘‘ The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council,’’ says :—‘‘ There 
have been occasions upon which suggestions have been made, more or 
less seriously, that the jurisdiction of the Privy Council over self- 
governing communities, such as we have in Canada and as are in 
Australia and New Zealand, should cease. For example, when the 
Supreme Court of Canada was established in 1875, there was conside1 
able discussion looking to the abolition of the right to appeal to the 
Privy Council from the court so established. Wiser counsels prevailed, 
and no attempt was made to prevent such appeals by legislation. Now 
an appeal lies as of right from the highest court in each province in 
cases of sufficient magnitude, and also by special leave from the 
Supreme Court of the Dominion. No feeling exists that this should he 
altered. Occasionally, of course, the unsuccessful party to an appeal, 
and those who sympathise with him, make a doleful noise against. the 
Board, but this speedily dies out. It is wholly beyond controversy 
that Canadians generally would deplore any attempt to interfere with 
their traditional right to apply for justice to the foot of the throne. 
In other colonies the right continues in a more or less complete form, 
and, from all appearances, will so continue while the British Empire 
itself continues.’’ 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF Reaistrags In ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercenoy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





Date. Rota. No. 2. Jovor, Swinren Eapy 
Monday ...May 2 Mr GoldschmidtMr Greswell Mr Church Mr Beal 
TROOARY  vecccccce 3 Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Wednesday Church Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Thursday Theed Church Farmer Synge 
Friday ....... Bloxam Theed Leach Church 
Saturday ....... Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 

Dati Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Br8. Wakrinoron. NEVILLE. PARKER. Eve, 


Morday ...May 2 Mr Farmer Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer 





Tuesday ......00 3 Leach Church Farmer Beal 
Wednesday i e Borrer Theed Leach Greswell 
Thursday......... 5 Beal Bloxam sorrer Goldschmidt 
Friday 6 Greswell Farmer Beal Synge 





Saturday Sree 7 Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Church 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

London Gazette.—Frivay, April 22. 


Barwetr Bros, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 20, directed to be heard 
May 3. Peters, OUhancery In, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 2 

Berwick & Co, Lrn—Petn for winding up, presented April 20, directed to be heard at 
the Court House, Quay st, Manchester,:May 9, at 10. Higham & Co, Manchester, 
solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 8 

Cuartes Ermore, Ltp (iw VotuntvRy Liqurpation)— Creditors are required, on or 
before May 27, to send intheir names and addresses, with parcviculars ot their debts 
or claims, to Welter Fray, Elmore st, Harpurhey, Manchester, liquidator 

Coox’s ATHLETIC Co (1907) (Lrp)—Creditors are required, on or before May 18, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particularsof their debts or claims, to George 
W. Askew, 14, 8t Mary Axe, liquidator 

Dv Cros Me«crpags, Lrp (1w Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on and before June 
17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Maurice James Stodell, 134, Long Acre, liquidator 

Simpson Haeur & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 20, directed to be 
beard May 5, at 11. Hurst & Hewitt, Ashton under Lyne, solors for the petner 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of May 4 

Wackritt & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 20. to sen: in their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their aebts or claims, to William Nicholson, 
12, Wooa st, liquidator 

Wrse & Co, Lrv-—Petn for winding up, presented April 19, directed to be heard May 
3. Roney & Co, Orient House, New Broad at, solors for the petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon ot 
May 2 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LiMiTED In CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Tvusspay, April 26. 


ALrrep WATERWoRTES, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 20, directed to be 
heard at the Sessions Hall, Preston, May 10, at 10. Houghton & Co, Preston, solors 
for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of May 9. ‘ 

A. J, Cranz, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 23, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Charles Harper, 
27, Chancery In, liquidator : 

Beavrort Gas Licar AND Coxe Co (1908), Lrp>—Petn for winding up. presented April 2, 
directed to be heard at tha Town Hall, Tredegar, Monmouth, May 10, at 11.30. 
Vaugban & Harris, Brynmawr, for Stallwood, Market pl, Reading, solors for 
petitioning company. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
tban 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 9 

Cour Guy anp Carrier Co, Lrp —Creditors are required, on or before June 3, te 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Chantrey & Co, 57, Moorgate st, liquidators . 

Evurs Hamer & Co, Ltp (1m Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before May 28, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
Lightfoot Whitaker, 150, Liverpool rd, South Birkdale Mawdsley & Co, Southport, 
solors for the liquidator 
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Grorcrrowms Ruspsee Srwproatr, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 27° 
to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Arthur Taylor, 23, College hill, liquidator 

Hestexy Woop & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulers of their debts or claims, to Albert Edward 
Sherrey, 131, Edmund st, Birmingham. Grey & Cox, Birmingham, solors for the 
liquidator 

Seu Cuataam, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before May 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Daniel S. 
Fripp, 90, Cannon st, liquidator 

Lrverroot Gotp Coast Synyproare, Lrp (rw Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Henry Parry, 8, Cook st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Marsymarconoe Cotirery Co, Lrp (1m Liqutpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Sir Griffith Thomas, 1, Gloucester pl, Swansea. Collins & Woods, 
Swansen, solors for the liquidator, 

Maracas Mrintne anv Trapine Synpicate, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented March 
24, airected to be heard at the Law Courts, Cardiff, May 5. Lloyd & Pratt, Mount 
Stuart sq, Cardiff, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 4 

Parvcer’s Racquet anp Tenwis Crus Co, Lrp—Creditora fare required, on or before 


London Gazette.~Turspay, April 26, 


Boomso DrepGine Syxprcate, Lro. 

Dosurn Sxatine Rink Co, Lrp. 

Star Founpry (Bricuton) Co, Lrp. 

Grasset anp Cannes Eveorrico Tramways Synpicate, Lrp, 
Swrrrscre Synpreartr, Lrp. 

Wacxritt & Co, Lrp. 

Iwpustratat Appiiances, Lp. 

Exensura Mitx Propvcta Co, Lrv. 

Barker Bros, (Braprorp), Lrv. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


May 2.—Messrs. Harrops, Lrp.: Freehold Residences (see advertisoment, page v, 
April 16). 
May 4.—Messra. Nicnovas, at Southampton, at 3: Country Seat (see advertisement, 





May 10, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 


to W L Ellis, 30, Moorgate at, liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up 


London Gasette.—Feaipay, April 22. 


Armortca SywprcaTe, Lrv.! 

Okgrent Craaretre Co. Lrp, 

Portmaw Teeta InsTiTUre, Lop. 

Caruise® CARRIAGE Co, LTp. 

Joun Ware & Co, Lrp. 

Hraw Cowen. Lp. 

Deawe Manoracturtne Oo, Lrp, 

Cortaro Gas Co, Lp. ‘ 

Norton's, Lrp (Reconstruction). 

Wackxeartt & Co, Lrp. 

Unirep States Dotoment Co, Lr. 

OtymprA Router Sxatine Co, Burney, Lrp, 
Onova Browwurtt Co, Lrp. 

Vicrorraw Optrons, LTD. 

Mowarce Assvrance Co, Ltp, 

Cartes Etmore, Lrp. 

Suaw & Surewssvey, Lro." 

“CamBerpee Express” Newsparer Co, Lrp. 
Dv Cros Mercenes, Lrp. 

A. J, Crane, Lr. 

Parnce’s Racquet anp Tennts Civus Oo, Lrp. 
Hovan Enwatveeaine Co, Lrp. 

Crry AXD Provrwcrat Stock anp Srare Co, Lro. 
Braxronretw Concesstons Synproare, Lrp. 
Trwes Sywpicate, Lro. 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atvarez, Evarnto, Swan st, Minories High Court Pet 
Mari7 Ord April 19 
Barker, Ricnarp, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet April 16 Ord April 16 
Baryes, Tuomas Everett, Hawk Green, Marple, Cheshire 
Plasterer Stockport Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
Beit, Srantey Norman, Lowestoft, Confectioner Great 
Yarmouth Pet April18 Ord April 18 
BitticNHam, Hersert Sypexnam, Tudor st, Blackfriars, 
Journalist High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord April 19 
Bioust, Samurt, Derby, Glass Dealer Derby Pet April 
18 Ord April 18 
Brows, Eavest Cuarves, Kingston, Fishmonger Kingston 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Brown, Ropert, Pear Tree st, Goswell rd High Court 
Pet Feb 4 Ord April 19 
Bavrorp, Ernest H, Maddox st, Regent st High Court 
Pet April7 Ord April 19 
Butiarp, Artaor, Norwich, Commission Agent Norwich 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Carrer, Witttam Henry, Avonmouth, Bristol, Grocer 
High Court Pet Feb21 Ord April19 
CHALKLRY, Witi1am Henry, Plaistow, Essex, Builder 
High Court Pet April16 Ord April 16 
Cuave, Witu1am Jonx, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Tailor 
High Court Pet April19 Ord April 19 
CuresproucH, Tnomas 8yxes, Castleford, Yorks, Pawn- 
broker Wakefield Pet April@ Ord April 18 
Coates, Cartes Enos, Scarborough, Monumental Sculp- 
tor Scarborough Pet April20 Ord April 20 
Cotttxcpoy, ReomwaLp Heser, Wickwar, Glos. Mining 
Engineer Bristol Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Crocker, JonaTuan, Catford, Paper Merchant Birming- 
ham Pet Mari4 Ord April 19 
Craver, Witttam Evay, Bargoed, Glam, Haulier Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet April18 Ord April 18 
Davies, Oswatp, Moorside, Swinton, Clerk Salford P? 
April 19 Ord April 19 
Dottinc, Joun Epwarp, Swansea, Tinsmith Swansea 
Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Faxcorr, Wituram, Coventry, Butcher Coventry Pet 
April19 Ord April 19 
Firtcarr, Ricnarp, Eccles, Corn Factor Salford Pet 
April19 Ord April 1 
Framprox, Joux, King’s Norton, Worcester, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
Hatnes, Francrs Otrver, Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer Trede- 
gar Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Harrrson, Percy, Manev, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, 
awe Agent Birmingham Pet April 20 Ord 
20 


back page, April 9). 


Voluntarily. 


av 6. 


April 16). 


pee, April 2). 


back page, this week), 





April 16), 








Haxcock, Jony Ricuarp, Cadoxton, nr Neath, Glam, 
Labourer Neath Pet April18 Ord April 18 

opers, Davin, Maidstone Coachbuilder Maidstone 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Hotreatr. CHartra Henzert, Harehills, Leeds, Mill 
Furnisher’s Manager Leeds Pet April19 Ord April 
19 


Kenny, Tromas, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Ord Mar 
22 Pet April 19 

Leturrivngr, Epcar Harorp, Plymouth, Butcher 
Plymouth Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

McCurntock, Tuomas Rosert, Liverpool, Sweet Manufac 
turer Liverpool Pet April 9 Ord April 20 

Mary, Jonx, Malvern Link, Worcester, Music Master 
Worcester Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Marcarank, Jons WiiutraM, Bradford, Surveyor Bradford 
Pet April 18 Ord April 13 

Moskett, Franors Emtty. Northwich, Cheshire, Grocer 
Crewe Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Pacer, Leonarp Mavrice Kerr, Kingston on Thames 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Mar 31 Ord April 19 

Petty, James Kingston upon Hull, Fish Fryer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Rawttys, Josern, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffs, Fish- 
monger Hanley Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Rerp, Taomas. Hoyland, Yorks, Piano Dealer 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Ricuarpson, Harry, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Surveyor High 
Court Pet April 1 Ord April 20 

Scarr, Arpert. and Henry Gattoway, Bradford, Printers 
Bradford Pet April8 Ord April 20 

S:ack, James, Stow on the Wold, Glos, Butcher's Assistant 
Cheltenham Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Smira, Erwyest, and Crristorsr Sita, Withington, 
Andoversford, Glous, Farmers Cheltenham Pet Apri 
18 Ord April 18 

Smita, Grorcr Brnow, Chadwell Heath, Essex, Baker’s 
Manager Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Sranpex, Hersert Epwarp, Peterborough, General 
Dealer Peterborough Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Stoner, Wavter Frepericx, and Artavr Eaves, Station 
rd, Wood Green, Letterpress Printers Edmonton Pe 
April 19 Ord April 19 

Tay.or, Ernest, Newmarket. Turf Correspondent Cam- 

bridge Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Tuomas Bros, Beaumont st, Mile End rd, Dairymen High 

Court Pet Feb 28 Ord April 14 

Tuorn, H, Chrisp st, Poplar, Butcher High Court Pet 

Mar 22 Ord April 18 

Towxtry, Vernon, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Fruit Salesman 

Leeds Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Watoot, H EB, Leonard Stanley, Glos 

Mar 5 Ord April18 


Barnsley 


Gloucester Pet 








Wittiams, M E, & Co, Pontypridd, Tailors Pontypridd 
Pet April 8 Ord April 20 
Youna, Fraycis Grorar, St Albans, Florist St Albans 


Pet April 12 Ord April 20 


May 4 and 11,—Mesers. 
Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence, Valuable Life Policies, and Freehold Ground-Rents 
(see advertisement. page vi, April 16). 

Mav 5.—Messrs. Stimson & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents (see 
advertisement. back page, April 33). 

May 5.—Messrs. Bartram & Heywoop, at the Mart: Freehold Ground-Rents (see 
advertisement, back nage, April 9). 

Messre. H. E. Foster & Cranrretp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
Policies, Shares, &c. (see advertisement. back page, this week). 

May 6.—Mesars. Wrrroxp. Drxow & Wrnp er, at. the Mart. at 2: Freehold and Lease- 
hold Investments, &c. (see advertisement, page iii. this week). 

May 9.— Messrs. G. B. Hitttarn & Son, at the Mart, at 2.30: Business Premises (ses 
advertisement, bac’ page, April 23). 

May 9.—Messrs. Jones, Lana & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold investments (see 
advertisement back page, March 19), 

May 10.—Mesears, Hawptow & Sows, at the Mart: Freehold Shop Property (see 
advertisement, back page, April! 23). 

May 20.—Mesers. Marx Lieut. & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see 
advertisement, back page, thia week). 

May 24.—Mesers, Denennam. Tewson, Ricnarpsow & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Warehouses (see advertisement, page v. Apri! 16). 

May 24.—Messrs. Harrops, Lrp,: 


Epwin Fox, Bovsriein, Burwetrs & Bannerey, at the 


Country Houses (see advertisement, page v, 


May 25.—Mesers. Enwin Fox, Bovarietp, Burnerrs & Bannetey at the Mart, at 
2: Leasehold Property (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 27 —Mesera. Leste Marsa & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estate and 
Ground-Rents (see advertisement page v, April 14). 

May.—Mesars. Hotcomse, Berrs & West: Freehold Estate (see advertisement, back 


June 6.—Messrs, Cotiiws & Co.tins, at the Mart: Residences (see advertisement, 


June 17.—Messre. Harrops, Lrp,: Country Residence (see advertisement, page v, 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 15: 


Pick*riva, Francia Sypvey, Cunningham Park. Harrow, 
Builder St Albans Pet Feb 23 Ord April 11 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND 
PETITION DISMISSED. 


Sawnrorp, Lieut Wititam Herererr, RN, Stepney High 
Court Pet Feb 18 Rec Ord Mar 18 Rese and Dis 
April 18 

FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALVAREZ, Evarnto, Swan at, Minories May 2 at 2.30 
Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Arretrarm, Jacor Davin, Livernool, Stationer May at 
11 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Avytirre, Toomas, jun, Lisvane, Glam, Printer’s Manager 
May 2at11 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Baker, Samurr Grorar. Coventry, Builder May 2 at 11 
Off Ree, 8, High st, Coventry 

Bars, Rorert, New Hupstanton, Norfolk, Carrier April 
30 at 12 Off Ree, 8, Kine at, Norwich 

BELL. Staxtey Normaw, Lowestoft. Confectioner May 2 
12.30 Off Rec,8, King st. Norwich 

Binuincuam, Herreert Sypewnam. Tudor st. Blackfriars, 
Jourvalist May 3 at 2.20 Bankruptey bldes. Carey st 

Bowes, Wiritam, Aberkenfig, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
May ? at 12.15 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary at, Cardiff 

Brows, Ernest CnHarves. Kingston on Thames, Fish- 
monger May 2 at 2.30 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge 

Brown, Ronert, Pear ‘free st, Goswell rd May 3 at 1 
Bankruptcy bides, Carev at. 

Brurorp, Ernest H, Maddox st, Regent st May 2 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldes, Carey st 

Butrarp, Arturr, Norwich, Commission Agent April 30 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Carter, Wittiam Hewry, Pill, Somerset, Grocer May 3 at 
11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey at 

CHacxtury, WriiiaMm Henry, Plaistow, Builder May 2 at 
12 Bankruptev bldgs, Carev st 

Cuase. Rronarp, Faversham, Kent, Fishmonger April 30 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 68. Castle st, Canterbury 

Caave, Wriu1am Jonx, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Tailor 
May 2at1 Bankruptcy bldes, Carev st 

Cotiins, Jonx, Blaenewynfi, Glam. Collier Aoril 30 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, 
Swansea 

Coram, Atrrep Tromas, Bamber Bridge, Lancs, Tailor 

May 6 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Fow es, Growce Epwix, Birmingham, Fender Manu- 

facturer May2at11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 

tion at, Birmingham 

Haswewt, Freoerick CxHaries, Deptford. Sunderland, 








Licensed Victualler May 3 at 3 Off Rec, 3, Manor 
pl, Sunderland 
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Harpy, James, Stalybridge, Lancs, Silk Hat Manufacturer 
April 2% at 11 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 

Hicatws, Witttam Heraeert, Newbury, Farniture Dealer 
May 2at12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Hopceesa, Davin, Maidstone, Coachbuilder 
King st. Maidstone 


May5atll 9, 


| Gotpstatt, Lovre, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Draper 


Horcate, Caarues Heyzert, Harehills, Leeds, Mill 
Furnisher’s Manager May 2at12 Off Rec, 24, Bond | 
st, Leeds 


Jonze, Evan, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Quarryman May 2 at 
12 Cryvt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


Jowrs, THomas Evans, Penarth, Glam, Accountant May 
2 at 3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Kexyy, Toomas, Liverpool, Grocer May 3 at 12 Off Rec, 


35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Marcarayk. Joan Wictiam, Bradford, Surveyor April 30 
at1l Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bratford 
Maartis, Wirtiam, Quay West, 
ter Mariner May 5 at 3.15 10, Hammet st, Taunton 
Nicxson, Groror, Winsford, Cheshire, House Furnisher 
- Mav 2 at12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 
Owen, Wittiam, ®laengwynfi, Glam, Collier April 30 at 
11 Off Rec, Government bldgs St Mary’s st, Swansea 
PicxerixG,. Francis Sypyey, Cunningham Park, Harrow, 


Builder Mar 3 at3 14. Bedford row 

Rosizgr, Puitip, Kingston upon Aull, Bookseller April 30 
at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 
Hull 


Sautmay, Myer, East Mount st, Whitechapel, Gold 


Printer on Socks May5at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
Suirn, Harry Visceyt, Victoria st May 5 at 1 Bank- 


ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Suytue, Grorae Witriam, York rd, King’s Cross, Hair- 
dresser May 4at 11 Bankruptcv bldgs, Carey st 

Sumpter, Frep Samvuet, Plaistow, Essex, Stone Mason 
May llati11 Bankruptcy bldgs, “arey st 

Tuomas Bros, Beaumont st, Mile End rd, Dairymen 
11 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tory, H, Chrisp st, Poplar, Butcher May 11 atl 
ruvtcy bldgs, Carey st 

Town.ey, Vernon, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Fruit Salesman 
May 2 at 11.30 Off Ree, 24. Bond st, Leeds 

Trewannxe, Rosert Giusert, Port Talbot, Glam, Colliery 
Agent’s Clerk May 3 at 11 Off Rec, Government 
bldgs, St Mary’s st, Swansea 


May 
Bank- 


Utrs & Co, Air st, Regent st, Commission Agents May 4 
at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Van Getper, A J, Stockwell rd, Tailor May 5 at 12 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 

Vavuocnan, Wit.iasM, Cross Hands, Llanon, Carmarthen, 
Collier April 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 

Wauirr, James Arntaur Dawes, Kingsland rd, 
May 4at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Youna, Fraycis Groror, 8t. Albans, Florist May 2 at 3 
14, Bedford row 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Bamrorp, Frank, Ripon, Yorks, Antique Dealer 
allerton Pet Mar 10 Ord April 20 

Barker, Ricnarp, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

Barker, Witttam, Leigh, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet 
Mari12 Ord April 15 

Barnes, Toomas Everert, Hawk Green, Marple, Cheshire, 
Plasterer Stockp»rt Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Bett, Stantzy Nosman, Lowestoft, Confectioner Gt 
Yermouth Pet April 18 Ord April 18 

Bioust, Samur., Derby, Glass Dealer Derby 
18 Ord April 18 

Bouvarp, Artnvur. Norwich, Commission Agent Norwich 
Pet April18 Ord April 18 

CHatxiey, Witttam Henry, Southern rd, Plaistow, Essex, 
Builder High Court Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

Cuave, Wiittam Jouyx, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Tailor 
High Court Pet April19 Ord April 17 

Coates, Cuarves Enos, Scarborough, Monumental Sculptor 
Scarborough Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Conzsyx, Lovis Woo.rr, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Journalist High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord April 20 

Crrre, WitttaM Evan, Bargoed, Glam, Haulier Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Davies, Osworip, Moorside, Swinton, Lancs, Clerk Salford 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 


Chemist 


North- 


Sheffield 


Pet April 


Do.use, Jou~wn Epwarp, Swansea, ;Tinsmith Swansea 
Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Faxcorr, Witi1am, Coventry, Butcher Coventry Pet 


April 19 Ord April 19 





f Horeate, CHARLES Henze. 
Minehead, Somerset, Mas- | 


| Innocent, 








Fiore, Leopotp, Tyrrell rd, East Dulwich High Court 
Pet Mar 23 Ord April 19 

Fow.es, Grorce Epwiy, Sparkhill, Worcaster, Fender 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet April 14 Ord April 15 

Framprtow. Jonx. Kings Norton, Worcester, Grocer Bir- 
mingham Pet April20 Ord April 20 

Tredegar 
Pet Mar5 Ord April 20 

Hatwes, Faawcrs Oriver, Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 


Haycocx, Jonw Ricaarp, Cadoxton, nr Neath, Glam, 
Labourer Neath Pet April 18 Ord April 18 


Harrison, Percy, Sntton Coldfield, Warwick, Commission 
Agent Birmingham Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
Hopaes. Davin, Maidstone, Coachbuilder Maidstone Pet 


April 2% Ord April 20 

Harehills, Leeds, Mill Fur- 
Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Roman rd, Bow, Licensed 
Ord Anril 19 
Ply- 


nisher’s Manager Leeds 

Lewis WILtiaAmM, 
Victualler High Court Pet Mar 21 

Letusrircs, Evcar Harorp, Plymouth, Butcher 
mouth Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Marx, Jonys, Malvern Link, Worcester, 
Worcester Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Maronsank, Jonn Witiiam, Bradford, Surveyor Bradford 
P+t April 18 Or?’ Anril 18 

Nicksoy, Grorce, Winsford, Cheshire, House Furnisher 
Crewe Pet April16 Ord April 20 

Petty, James, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Frrer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet April 20 Ord April 2 

Porcetii, Domenico. Plainmore, Torquay, 
Exeter Pet Mar 24 Ord April 20 

Rawttye, Joszpa, Neweastle under Lyme, Staffs, Fish- 
monger Hanley Pet April19 Ord April 1° 

Reip, Taomas, Hovland, Yorks, Piano Dealer Barnsley 
Pet April 20 Ord April 29 

Ross. Witutam, New Brighton, Chester, Butcher Liverpool 
Pet Mar 23 Ord April 16 

Stack, James, Stowon the Wold, Glos, Butcher's Assist- 
art Cheltenham Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Suira, Eryest, and Cxrristorner Suita. Withington. 
Andoversfora, Glos, Farmers Cheltenham Pet April 
18 Ord April 18 

Switz, George Byeon, Chadwell Heath, Essex, Baker’s | 
Manager Chelmsford Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Suitn, Harry Vincent, Victoria st High Court Pet 
Mar 18 Ord April 19 | 

Spixptesaver, Hetweicu. Gt Eastern st, Photographer 
High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord April 16 


Music Master 


Organ Grinder 








Sranxpen. Hersert Enwarp, Peterborough, General Dealer | 


Peterborough Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Stose, Wacter Freperick, and Arruur Eaves, Wood 
Green, Letterpress Printers Edmonton Pet April 19 
Ord April 20 

Sucpex, CHARLES Ss Piccadilly High Court Pet 
Mari1 Ord April 1 

Sumpter, Frep dln Plaistow, Essex, 
High Court Pet Mar18 Ord April 19 

Taytor, Eanest, Newmarket, Turf Correspondent Cam- 
bridge Pet April19 Ord April 20 

Town trey, Vernon, Beeston Hill, Leeds, 
Leeds Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

Tarapway, Grorece, New Oxford st, Commission Broker 
High Court Pet Jan 5 Ord April 18 

Warr, Guttprorp Russet, Plough rd, Rotherithe. Laun- 
dry Proprietor High Court Pet Mar 4 Ord April 
16 


Denny End, Water- 
Ord 


Stonemason 


Wuire, Coartes Hewry Umenetey, 
beach, Cambridge High Court Pet Mar 14 
April 16 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 

the London Gazette of April 8 : 

Summers, Watter Tuomas, Malvern Link, Worcester, 
Baker Worcester Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Vixcz, Cuartes Epwarp, King’s Lynn,’ Norfolk, Travel- 
ling Draper King’s Lynn Adjud Sept 24 Annul 
April 20 

Gazette London.—TUESDayY, April 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avsixson, Anne Evizaseta, ry Lanes, Clothier 
ton Pet April 22 Ord April 22 


Bowman, WivurAM Atrrep, East Finchley, Wine Merchant | | Warsox, Wittram, Leytonstone, a Merchant 


Barnet Pet April 21 Ord April 21 


| Lang, Freperick Matrsew, Knoll rd, Wandeworth, 


Fruit Salesman | 


Bol- 





Broan, Cuarues, Stoke on Trent, Sli maker Stok 
Trent Pet April 22 Ord April 22 P eta 

Cores, Cuarxes, Ringw6od, Southampton, Grocer Salis. 
bury Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Compstox, Ricnarp, Rishton, Lancaster, Mill Manager 
Blackburn Pet April 9 Ord April 20 

Dawser, Daytet, = Draper Lincoln Pet 
April 20 Ord April 24 

Featuerstove, Samort Witttaw, Coleford, Glos, Butcher 
Glouvester Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Garpryrr, Joann, Choriton on Medlock, Manchester, Fish 
Dealer Manchester Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Gittmorr, Davip Normay, Wavertree, Liverpool, 
Merchant Liverpool Pet Mar 30 Ord April 21 

GoopryxoucH, Freprerick Jouy, Farnham, Surrey, Coal 
Merchant Guildford Pet April 11 Ord April 22 

Gray, Jonw Witxiysos, Sontswood, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 22 Ord April yo 

Green, Georce Arpwett, Westcliff on Sea, Architect 
Chelmsford Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Grery, Harry Avsert, Bargoed, Glam, Baker Merthyr 


Coal 


Tydfil Pet April16 Ord April 22 

Greenwoop, Epuuxp, Dunhampton, Ombersley, Wheel. 
wright Worcester Pet April 22° Ord April 22 

Gurwry, JosepH Hewry, Gloucester, Builder Gloucester 
Pet April 22 Ord April 2? 

Harr, Samugi Warrer, Wanstead, Essex, Company 


Director High Court Pet April 14 Ord April 22 

Hiton, Jonn Witiiam, Wakefield, Miner Wakefield Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Horst, Hewry, Eglwysfach, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler 
Portmadoc Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Jacxsow, Wittiam EpoGar, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
April 21 Ord Anril 21 

Jamracu, Avpert Wiiiram Gray, Lanark villas, Maida 
hill, Stock Broker High Court Pet Mar 14 Ord 
April 22 

Joun, Freperick Mortmer, Tythegston. nr Bridgend, 
Glam. Farm Bailiff Cardiff Pet April 22 Pet April 22 

Jones, Jonny, Briton Ferry, nr Neath, Labourer Neath 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Joy, Rosert Epwarp, Bristol, Electrical Engineer Bristol 
Pet April 21 Ord Aprvil 21 


| Kenprick, Cuaries, Wollaston, Worcester, Builder Stour- 


bridge Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Kriesy, Jonn Heney Ongar, Essex, Chemist Chelmsford 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

K1exksricat. Rosert Stoyry, Crossgates, nr Leeds Leeds 
Pet April 21 Ord Apri) 21 

Kitcury, Witiiam, Thorpe on the Hill, Lincoln, Farmer 
Lincoln Pet April 22 Ord April 29 

Law 
Stationer’s Manager High Court Pet April 23 Ord 
April 23 

Liste, Rosert Borrowash, Fae Gun Maker Derby 
Pet April22 Ord April 22 

Lucas, Atsert CHartes Luonasp, Gurnard, I of W 
Butcher Newport Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Mary, Jouxs, Market Harborongh, Leicester, Carpenter 
Leicester Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Mason, Grorae Jouy, Abingdon, Toy Dealer Oxford Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 

Mityer, Epwarp, Cudworth, Yorks, Boot Dealer Barnsley 
Pet April1l Ord April 22 

Morean, Axrrrep, Sparkhill, Worcester, Plumber 
mingham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Pourpay, CuarLes Frank, Beckenham, Kent, Bank Clerk 
High “Court Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Pyxr, Joun, and Artuvr Jony Pow.rstanp, Okehampton, 
Devon, Auctioneers Piymouth Pet April 7 Ord 
April 22 

QuastTritt, W, Station rd, Winchmore Hill, Boot Maker 
Edmonton Pet Mar31 Ord April 22 

Rog, 8114s, Chesterfield, Derby Chesterfield Pet April 21 


Bir- 


Ord April 21 

Roots, Freperick James, Bartholomew close, Caretaker 
High Court Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Scuoriztp, Josuua, Sett, Oldham, Lancaster, General 
Marrier Oldham Pat April 22 Ord April 22 

Simpson, Tuomas, Ambleside, Westmorland, Grocer 
Kendall Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

SauitH, Water, Bedford, Chemist Bedford Pet April 23 


Ord April 23 

Sronerie.p, Louis, Leeds, Jeweller 
Ord April 21 

| Trumpeter, Hagry Sepastiay, 
Pet Mar 22 Ord April 21 


Pet April 21 


Leeds 


Clapham rd High Court 


High 


Court Pet Marll Ord April 2 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARAN 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 18980. 


MOoOORGATE STRAT, LONDON, 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS 


IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ano supervision of the Corporation. 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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WicnTmas, Wittiam, East | seme Stone Mason Barnet 
Pet Feb11l Ord April 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ausrysoy, Axyne Exizazetu, Bolton, Clothier May 6 at 3 | 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Atkins, WaanE Rowprn RappAau, Okehampton, Devon, 
— May ll at ll 7, Buckland ter, Ply- |payiips. Cuarces Mayor, Liverpool, Jeweller May 4 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
BauvosD, Faasx, Ripon, Yorks, ann Dealer a 6 ‘Raw.tnes, Josepu, Neweastle under Lyme, Fishmonger 
— ‘Ree, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middies- |"*"yr.'4' at 11.90" Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, staifs 
Basxer, Ricnarp, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler May 4 at ee Surveyor May 
12 Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield Rixcuam, Joan as aignton, Devon, Assurance 
~~ sae at Detks Glass Dealer May dat ll Of Agent May4at 12 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 
7 erby 
BurTcHsR, "WitiiaM Mitemanx, New Barnet, Hertford, Roots, Freprrick Jama, "Bartholomew close, Caretaker 
Builder May 5ati12 14, Bedford row 
CueessroucH, THomas SyKES, Castleford, York, Pawn- | 
broker May4atl1l Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketield ; ‘ » ney 
CoaTEs, CHARLES Exos, Scarborough, Monumental Sculp- — cui i Lisi 
tor May 6at 4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough Stack, James, Stow on the Wold, Butcher's Assistant 
Crockgs, Junatuax, Davenport rd, Catford, Paper Mer- May 6 at 3.30 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
chant on gage 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, Corporation st, [gyity, Ernest, and Caristorugr Smirs, Withington, 
. Birming ‘ " - Andoversford, Glos, Farmers May 6 at 2.30 County 
CRryER, ee vee, Bargoed, /? Haulier May 6 | Court bldgs Cheltenham 
t 12 O , County Court hall, Merthy ’ ’ 
T dfil ee en ees — Situ, Frensrick, Cleethorpes, Wholsesale Confectioner 


Davies, ALFRED Journ, Grays, Essex, Tailor May 4 at ae > at 11 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great 
2.30 Shirehall, Chelmsfor | rims: 

Davigs, a. Swinton, Lancs, Clerk May 4 at 3 Off Sronaven, Loves, Loot, Jeweller May5ati11 O/f Rec, 

ec, Byrom st, Manchester 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Dawser, Danigi, Gainsborough, Draper May 12 at12.30 Pay.or, Eangst, Newmarket, Turf Correspondent May 4 
E a 1 Cesaeee oo Fleetwood, Lancast otang- Ante ean ey “Neg 
sgt on : a OG, pt ncaster, Payton, Ropert Joun Court, Prestons rd, Poplar, Licensed 

ane May 6 at 10.15 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, | Victualler May 12at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FietcHee, Rionarp, Eccles, Lancs, Corn Factor May 4 at |Teumr me wer ery Sens, Clapham May 
3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 12 at ankruptcy 8, Carey s 

Frampton, Jonny, King’s Norton, Worcester, Grocer May Waveon, Wituram, Leytonstone, Coal Merchant May 13 
4 at 30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
a Woop, Jonn Witttam, Gorton, Manchester, Farmer May 

GoopgxouGH, Freprrick Jouy, Farnham, Surrey, Coal | ‘ 
Merchant May 4 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster . at om ‘Byrom ~ Manchester 
Bridge 

Grzzexwoop, Epmunp, Dunhampton, Worcester, Wheel- 

i t12 0 = > . ‘ 

Wright May 6 at 12 Off Kee, 11, Copenhagen st, LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 

Harpixc, Epwix, New Ferry, Chester Greengrocer May LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
5atl1l Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 

STREET, LONDON. 


Hanraison, Peroy, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Commission 
Agent May dat 12 Ruskin chmtrs, 191, Corporation ie 
st, Birmingham ‘ ; ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
Hart, Samur, WALTER, Wanstead, Essex, Company Direc- bye to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
tor May4at12 bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st to the tages of his long experience of upwards of 
Hittox, Joun Witiiam, Wakefield, Miner May 4 at 10.30 |ffty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield |&c., and to solicit their continued support. — N.B. 
Jackson, WittiaAM Epaar, Walsall, Grocer May 6 at 12 |Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to itors and Dis- 
George Hotel, Walsall : ., ,., [solutions of Partne: with necessary Declaration. 
JAMRACH, ApeeT WILLIAM Garay, Lanark villas, Maida hill, |File of ‘‘London Gazette kept for free reference. By 
Stock Broker May 4at1 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st lappointment. 
Jounson, Grorce Witiiam, Burbage, Leicester, Boot 
Dealer May 4at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Kerp-Pace, Lronarp Mavaice, Kingston on Thames, 
surrey May 4 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge 
KirkeaiGHT, Ropert Stongy, Grossgates, nr Leeds May 
: 5 at 7 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
4ANCEY, EpwWArpD, Blaenavon, Mon, Licensed Victualler | 
May 4 at 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, |A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and 
Mon | Text-books always on Sale. 
Main, Joun Henny, Malvern Link, Worcester, Music | 
Master May 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, 
Worcester 
Mepuvrst, Frayxcis Hastines, Victoria st, Engineer May 
4at1l hSankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


|Morcaw, Morcan, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer May 4 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Muskett, Frasces Emtty, Northwich, Chester, Grocer 
May 4 at12 Off Rec King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

|Parkins, W G, & Co, sheffield, Provision Merchants May 

| 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

-* James, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Fryer May 4 at 

| 





11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 


May 13 atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Ross. Wiitt1am, New Brighton, Chester, Butcher May 4 
at 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 














REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS, 





Libraries Valued or Purchased. 





|3, Bream’s Bulidings, Chancery Lane, E.C 





Bicentenary. 1710-1910. The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 


F SI N° OFFICE 
3 FOUNDED 1710, 
2 Heap Orricer: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. PLATE GLASS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 
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4, tif“ WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 
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© orrice 





Copal from Policy dated L7MR 





FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


The BONDS of the SUN INSURANCE OFFICE are accepted by the 
various Divisions of the High Courts of Justice in England and Ireland 
and the Supreme Courts of Scotland, the Masters in Lunacy, Board of 
Trade, and all Departments of His Majesty's Government. 








Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FounprEp IN THE Raicn ov Wittiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 











BY AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKSand FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHare CERTIFICATES, DrBeNTUses, &c., engraved and 
printed. OrriciaL Seas d and t 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeante’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


BRAND’S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 
In Flasks, price 2/8. 
SOLD EVERYWHERE. 
BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LimiTep, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Partiamentary Britis, Minutes or Eviperce, Booxs oF 
REvesExon, STATEMENTS OF CLAIM, Answens,&o., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPHERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work 
Every description of Printing. 


Prin 'HE 8 cares’ JOURNAL 
inten 'D WEEKLY REIFORTER 


FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C, 




















SOLICITORS’ "BOXES. 
Prices from 6/6 each. 


Mustrated List Free o on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd., 


{ 191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, 
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“ YOST ” vaiks T0 SOLICITORS! 


Talk No. 3. 











MISINTERPRETATION 


of words in legal documents (owing to illegibility 
of writing) has often led to serious disputes and 
complications. 


IS NO RISK 


of misinterpretation of wills, mortgages, agree- 
ments, indentures, &c., &c., if everything is 


TYPED with a 


YOST rvpewarrer- 


MODEL No. 16 “BRIEF 


(Takes paper 14 inches wide, and writes a line 12 inches long). 


A PERFECT MACHINE, 


simple in construction, yet possessing all 
necessary movements, and producing type-written 
matter of exceeding neatness and legibility, 











Full information with descriptive 
booklet (illustrated) will be forwarded 


immediately on application to 


THE YOST TYPEWRITER CO.,L”: 


50, HOLBORN VIADUCT, LONDON, E.C. 
BRANCHES EVERYWHERE. 




















